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RUSSIA AND THE INF TREATY: AN ANALYSIS OF THE FACTORS DRIVING 

ITS ADHERENCE TO AND WITHDRAWAL FROM THE INF TREATY. 

 

Antonio Maria Laruffa, M.S.  

 

George Mason University, 2020 

 

Dissertation Director: Dr. Monika Wohlfeld 

 

The following research attempts to answer the question “how has Russia (and the 

USSR prior to the 1991) navigated its membership in and termination of the INF 

treaty?”  

The case study in question is represented by the analysis of the concatenation of the 

events that occurred since the signing of the INF Treaty and resulted, in 2019, in 

Russia's official withdrawal from the Treaty itself.  The military, political and 

economic conditions that played a crucial role in the events of the Treaty and which 

can provide the key to understanding Russia's behaviour will be analysed.  

The various factors under analysis retrace a historical path that began in the 1980s and 

continues to the present day. The events related to the INF Treaty are strictly 

connected to Russia's behaviour on the international stage. For this reason, rather than 
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analysing the Treaty in its specific case, this research aims to analyse the framework 

that is part of a more complex dynamics. 

In the long historical path taken in analysis, it is clear that Russia (formerly USSR) 

has constantly protected its interests in maintaining the status of world power; first, as 

the leading nation of the socialist front which opposed the capitalist countries; then, in 

the role of an emerging nation in the group of capitalist countries, however unwilling 

to give way in terms of military, political and strategic importance on the world stage.  

 

 

Keywords: INF Treaty, Russia, USSR, Nuclear Warheads, Arms Control, Military 

expenditures, Geopolitics, Nuclear Doctrine, Missile defense, Nuclear Weapons, 

Cruise Missile, Arms Race, WMD. 
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Introduction 

 

The Soviet Union, following the Second World War, with the development of 

its nuclear program, acquired the effective status of superpower. This power fell 

mainly in the military sector; however, the Soviet economy (although one step away 

from utopianism) managed to sustain the largest state in the World for over 70 years. 

Another aspect of the Soviet power that must be taken into consideration is the 

communist ideology, which divided the World into two opposing blocks. 

In fact, the rivalry between the liberal democratic ideology against the expansion of 

communism became the latent global conflict of the twentieth century. Not only are 

important historical and well-known events, such as those that took place in Cuba, 

Vietnam, Korea, etc., but the political weight of the Soviet Union, following the 

Second World War, remained strong also in Europe. American fears (leaders of 

liberal capitalism) were mainly directed towards France, Italy and West Germany 

(countries that have a fundamental strategic importance) where their populations were 

strongly affected by the communist ideology. The American influence was not limited 

to the simple collaboration and support of the economy. It was also active to fight 

against communism with the intervention of the CIA and the national governments 

concerned (for example, Operation Demagnetize, known in France as Operation 

Cloven; Operation Gladio in Italy; etc.) and "psychological warfare" against the 
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communist regime. An example of this may be the space race, where, despite the 

Soviet Union retaining several first places, the United States with a post-moon 

landing and American astronauts landing on the Moon surface won the competition, 

thus crediting the consensus of the global public opinion.  

It must be added that the USSR began a massive rearmament program to overcome 

the United States, becoming the world's first military and nuclear power. The threat of 

a Soviet-American nuclear war was hypothesized as a possible Armageddon without 

winners (Mantia & Ferlita, 2015, p. 25). For this reason, the two great powers 

engaged in a series of bilateral agreements to limit the risks caused by the use of 

weapons of mass destruction (WMD). Among the many and well-known treatises 

there was the "Treaty Between The United States Of America And The Union Of 

Soviet Socialist Republics On The Elimination Of Their Intermediate-Range And 

Shorter-Range Missiles", which ended an era based on the arms race and it created the 

conditions for a safer future for Europe and for the World. 

However, over the years, following the dissolution of the USSR, there have been 

allegations of violation of this treaty. To be considered is the role of Russia in the 

international scenario, which carries with it the legacy of the Soviet power and which 

seems willing to gain a status that inevitably, due to unfavourable contingencies, has 

lost. 

This research, in order to provide a clear answer on the dynamics that have guided 

Russia towards adherence and withdrawal of the Treaty, is not without limits. Among 

all, the difficulty of accessing primary sources, especially Russian ones. In addition, 
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the still too recent story of the withdrawal from the treaty that prevents a thorough 

study due to the absence of primary sources, which were not purely media. 

 

Research Question and Purpose 

 

There are several reasons concerning the events and the clauses of the INF 

Treaty, and even, to a lesser extent, the subsequent need to withdraw from the Treaty. 

While literature suggests various reasons, it is less clear how important each of them 

was. Therefore, with reference to this, rather than seek to understand the reasons why 

Russia acceded to the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty (INF Treaty), this 

research will look to understand “how has Russia (and the USSR prior to 1991) 

navigated its membership in and termination of the INF treaty?” In fact, the INF 

Treaty is one of the most significant treaties ever made in the history of arms control. 

However, it falls within a broader spectrum of analysis.  

The following work retraces the crucial phases of an era that affected one of the major 

global contenders (Russia) in a period between the 80s and 2020s, trying to find 

plausible answers to choices dictated by a policy aimed at making the country an 

undisputed political and expansionist supremacy.  

The cyclical nature of events, according to a Giambattista Vico concept of 

interpretation of history, also makes the INF Treaty part of a more complex series of 

events. As in the past, where the Cold War marked a period of heated rivalry and 
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challenge between superpowers to achieve primacy in every sector, nowadays we are 

witnessing (although less evident) similar phenomena. Retracing the paths of the past 

can provide better answers to prevent errors that may occur in the future, recalling 

events that have contributed in an incisive way to the evolution of society itself and 

that should never fall into oblivion. In this research, I have tried to summarize the 

crucial and determining events that probably influenced the decisions taken regarding 

the INF treaty and the Russian / USSR rearmament and disarmament programs. 
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Methodology 

 

This research is based on the case study following the previously defined 

research question.  

The starting point of the case study can be considered the withdrawal of the treaty by 

Russia in 2019. 

The main objective of this study is to underline all the causes (political, military, 

economic and geo-strategic) that could have played a role of primary importance 

regarding the INF Treaty.  

This research will be a qualitative analysis. It can include quantitative analysis (where 

necessary, such as in the economic/military field). The analysis will have an analytical 

and inductive approach (such as in the context of violations). 

This research will take into account a period ranging from the 1980s until the first half 

of 2020. Due to the considerable period under analysis, not all events are reportable. 

However, in order to answer the research question "how has USSR / Russia navigated 

its membership in and termination of the INF treaty?" I have considered three distinct 

periodic phases, which are: 

 The period prior to the INF Treaty (coinciding with the period of the collapse 

of the USSR and the signing of the treaty); 



 

6 

 

 The period during the validity of the INF treaty (coinciding with a growth of 

Russian power and its new role in the World and in Europe); 

 The official withdrawal of the treaty (coinciding with the new American 

administration led by President Donald Trump, and a relapse to the terror of 

the past of the tension of atomic missiles and nuclear war.) 

This research is subject to limits due to the long period of time taken into 

consideration and to the collection of data, as not all data are publicly available or 

even appear to be classified or not available. Another limitation is caused by the 

accessibility to Russian resources, available only in the original language.  

Finally, another limitation is the temporal context in which I carried out this work, 

coinciding with the peak of the Covid-19 pandemic, which limited direct contacts 

with entities and institutions. Far from wanting to speculate on a situation that is 

undoubtedly evolving, I essentially wanted to crystallize the current political-

economic and strategic situation of the USSR / Russia, which certainly in the event of 

a change of US administration will allow us to witness changes in the scenario. 
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Literature Review 

 

The following work is the result of a blending of arguments ranging from 

international relations to political economy, to contemporary history up to theories on 

nuclear deterrence. The context analysed falls within the perspective of a cumbersome 

perspective that tends to analyse the various strategic factors that played a major role 

in the events that occurred in Russia for the achievement and maintenance of an 

agreement on the elimination of intermediate-range nuclear missiles, as stipulated by 

the INF Treaty.  

I also consider this research as the continuum of a work previously carried out at the 

University of Calabria (Laruffa, 2019) and therefore some of the information and 

foundational ideas stem from that work.  

Based on this, the starting point of this analysis is the strong pro-Western media 

weight that during the years 2018-2019 continued to focus attention on possible 

violations by the Russian Federation and therefore giving responsibility for the end of 

the INF treaty to Russia. 

The basic hypothesis is not to demonstrate or not that there have been transgressions 

of the treaty and / or violations by one of the two contractors, but rather to highlight 

the reasons that could lead Russia (and thus its American counterpart) not to respect 

the clauses that caused an official withdrawal from the treaty itself. Again, in this 

perspective, it must be considered that the data in my possession are limited and that 
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both parties, after countless accusations over the years, could both be responsible (as 

in fact they are) of the collapse of the Treaty. 

As previously mentioned, the Russian language was a limit that I could not overcome. 

Although some of the Kremlin and Bank of Russia online pages have already been 

translated into English, there is a lot of necessary information that may have been 

overlooked. 

The primary sources at my disposal come mainly from the official sites of the United 

States government, including the Intermediate-range Nuclear Force Treaty in full and 

updated version and many of the data regarding the Soviet period, especially those 

provided by the CIA1. Among the primary sources concerning arms control and the 

definition of weapon types, there are mainly: Bureau of Arms Control, Verification, 

and Compliance (1987); Arms Control Associations;  Missile Threat, Center for 

Strategic and International Studies; Levi & O'Hanlon, 2005 and SIPRI data. 

Economic data research is built around data and research of Professor Julian Cooper 

(considered among the leading experts on the Russian economy); Easterly & Fischer, 

1994; data from the Bank of Russia and the World Bank. 

The theoretical background starts from different authors such as Lu C. (2006); 

Shofield, J. (2014); Nikitin, A., & Maerli, M. B. (2008).; Schelling, 1966, Alcaro R. 

(2019), Glitman M.W. (2006). Data collection has been greatly facilitated thanks to 

targeted research through specific think tanks and research bodies (RAND 

                                                 

1 Many of the data from the Soviet period are classified or lost. The most reliable resources are those 
provided by US intelligence. 
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Corporation, SIPRI, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, IAI, European Union sites, 

etc.).  

The following work aims to frame the salient facts that may have played a key role in 

the three phases of the treaty for the Russian side. These phases (as already 

mentioned) are: the constitution of the treaty and therefore the key factors that 

prompted the Soviet Union to commit itself to it; the behaviour of Russia during the 

years in which the treaty has remained in force in which it is also possible to deduce 

the possibility of possible violations on the matter by the Russian Federation; finally, 

the official withdrawal of the treaty. 

However, as will be explained later in the chapter "Non-compliance with the INF 

Treaty", the famous treaty is obsolete and impractical in the twenty-first century, 

placing the question still open to a more complex scheme (such as the inclusion of 

China or other members “Nuclear Club” in the agreement). 

The most recent events are mainly drawn from journalistic and media sources, as it 

appears that there are still few studies on the most recent events.  
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Chapter 1: The INF Treaty: USSR And Reasons For Acceptance. 

 

1.1 Introduction 

In order to explain the reasons that led the Soviet Union to accept the 

conditions on intermediate-nuclear range forces and then to sign a bilateral treaty with 

the USA, we need to consider and analyse different areas. The political-economic 

scenario of at least two large geopolitical spheres which had been generated since the 

end of the First World War and were consolidated immediately after the end of the 

Second World War. Europe or what was left of the ruins of a disastrous war, and the 

"distant" America, but so close and so interested in the sharing of political-ideological 

influences on the European continent. The USA, in their socio-political vision, 

considered the West to be the "free world", which could expand its influence by 

gradually freeing the countries of the Soviet bloc from the yoke of communist slavery. 

Furthermore, the United States feared the expansion of Soviet rule in Europe. 

Therefore, the US government favoured the removal of the socialist, above all 

communist, parties from all the governments of Western Europe. 
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Winners and losers in Europe had a debt of gratitude to America, which had even 

taken on the task of supporting European national economies through the “Marshall 

Plan”.2 

Russia aspired to the same political but also ideological influence, paying attention to 

both the European countries, weakened by the exhausting war that had wiped out 

entire communities with carpet-bombing, and the "neighbouring" Asian countries, 

such as China, which increasingly expanded its influence. The Soviet Union, after the 

Second World War, competed with America for the primacy of superpower. 

Whatever happened in either part of the blocks that had been created, was carefully 

spied on, analysed and proposed by the other part. An example that explains this race 

for the affirmation of one's superiority is demonstrated by the space race and missile 

technologies. Who was the first power to reach the moon? It was a more economical 

and political challenge rather than a technological one. On both sides, there was no 

expense and no use of means and men and the best scientists in the world played the 

most captivating technological match of the moment. Russia came out winner, 

because it was the first to send Sputnik3 into space. However, at what price? 

                                                 

2 Officially called the “European Recovery Program” (ERP) it was a vast reconstruction project for the 

European countries devastated by the Second World War and implemented by the United States. It 
owes its name to US Secretary of State G. Marshall, who announced, at Harvard University on June 5, 
1947, “he would undertake this plan for the economic reconstruction and revitalization of European 
economies”. Initially aimed at the Soviet States and the countries of Eastern Europe, the aid plan was 
limited, due to the Soviet refusal, to the countries of Western Europe and West Germany. (Dizionario di 
Economia e Finanza, 2012) 
3 Sputnik literally means "travel companion".  It is the first artificial satellite to make a journey into space. 
The launch of Sputnik 1 on October 4, 1957 signed the space race. (Benacchio, 2006) Russia also sent 
the first animal into orbit (a dog called Laika; Sputnik 2, 1957); the first man into orbit (Yuri Gagarin; 
Vostok 1, 1961); the first woman in space (Valentina Vladimirovna Tereškova; Vostok 6, 1963); the first 
spacewalk (Aleksej Leonov; Voschod 2, 1965); first spacecraft to reach the Moon (Luna 2, 1959). 
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The race for the affirmation of supremacy led the Soviet Union to an expenditure of 

economic resources through the strengthening of its military apparatus, which 

repetitively exhibited through oceanic military parades, which the mass media 

brought to the knowledge of the whole world. Moreover, it was not just about armies 

and soldiers, it was also about the exhibition of the latest generation of tanks, aircraft, 

submarines, bombs and missiles of different and powerful sizes. Maintaining this 

apparatus meant using huge economic resources and this determined the very fragility 

of the Soviet Union, which also distracted many citizens from the productive system. 

The economy of the Soviet Union began to lose steam, the same economic policy 

based on the Fordism system, and the related five-year plans, through which mass 

production of goods was planned, did not guarantee the necessary well-being for the 

Soviet population.  

Bilateral talks, between representatives of the two major world powers, and the 

interventions of other influential European political actors, place the Soviet Union 

before the responsibility for a crisis that could affect its own economy. These talks 

and reflections affected the Secretary General of the Communist Party of the Soviet 

Union, Mikhail Gorbachev.  

Mr. Gorbachev directly engaged in talks with Margaret Thatcher as early as 1984, 

even before becoming the Secretary of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union. 

Subsequently, he started bilateral talks with the United States, which, with 

corrections, suspensions and threats to return to the starting point, led to the sharing of 

the general lines on which to lay down the clauses of the agreement. However, an 

agreement that was clearly against the Soviet Union, which was mortified by its 

military prestige and political pride. Other considerations, however, must be kept in 



 

13 

 

mind, not least the influence of Pope John Paul II who in the first of his apostolic trips 

to Poland in 1979 (his native land) gave impetus to the nascent Solidarność to find the 

strength to shake off Soviet pressure. Mr. Gorbachev himself was aware of this. The 

cultural evolution of peoples, the shifting of nations' attention to the need to increase 

the economy, the need to keep the markets open in both blocks of the two major 

contenders, have meant that many factors worked to achieve the historical agreement 

contained in the clauses of the INF Treaty. 

A new war, and the Cold War itself, would not have benefited anyone but would have 

brought only destruction, impoverishment and expenditure of economic resources to 

strengthen armaments of various kinds, both for defence and for offence.  

Depriving weapons with a range between 500 and 5000 km must not have been easy 

for the Soviet Union, as it must not have easy had to undergo counterparty 

inspections. However, this must have a stronger motivation that certainly is connected 

to the very survival of the state, which was beginning to perceive its limitations and 

weaknesses. 
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1.2 Military And Missile Capabilities Of The USSR Of The 1980s. 

 

The post-World War II Soviet Union was actively focused on the development 

of the military sector, as a primary resource of control and extension of communist 

ideology in the world. The reasons for considering the Soviet Union a superpower 

derive exclusively from its ability to use appalling military power (Buruk, 1998, p. 

127). As a military power, it was superior to all the others, with the exception of the 

United States of America with which it shared super-power status. Soviet military 

doctrine had, as its purpose, the constant preparation of the state, and therefore of its 

armed forces, which must always be ready for an imminent war action. According to 

the Soviet military doctrine, the entire war apparatus dominated every aspect and 

sector of the State, in order to prepare the nation to wage a war with the necessary 

strength and measure. Moreover, over the years “Soviet forces have steadily expanded 

and upgraded every category of weapons system” (CIA, 1985, p. 14). 

The division of the World into two Poles, Capitalism on one side and Socialism on the 

other side, was interpreted by the USSR as a favourable scenario for its own interests. 

However, to ensure that this scenario led to the expected developments, Soviet 

doctrine converged and militarised the entire Soviet socio-economic system. To reach 

this end, the actions planned under the Warsaw Pact were implemented trough a 

single guideline dictated by the military summits of Moscow.  
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The standard strategic pattern has not changed over time. It hypothesizes that the first 

use of nuclear weapons (first strike) is extremely unfavourable, if not excluded; 

however, the preparation for a possible conflict involves a first phase characterized by 

a more probable massive conventional deployment.  

In the event of a global conflict, an analysis of the effects of a nuclear escalation 

would lead to scenarios favourable to Soviet interests if:  

 In Europe occurred the defeat of NATO forces and the exploitation 

(incorporation) of the European states in the Soviet Union;  

 In Asia, the annihilation of the Chinese armed forces and the neutralization of 

the United States would result in the suppression of US capitalist hegemony 

and a general victory as a world superpower. 

For these purposes, the USSR has increased and improved its military capabilities in 

each category of weapon since the late 1950s. Latest generation T-724 tanks, 

submarines and an improved fleet with modernized nuclear capabilities and high-

performance aircraft. The Soviet war machine was impressive. To give some 

examples, during the 70s and 80s, the strategic forces available in the Soviet Union 

amounted to: 51 divisions of tanks; 10000 surface-to-air-missile (SAM) launcher 

(excluding border regions); 380 submarines; 1200 interceptor and 6135 military 

tactical aircraft; tens of thousands of nuclear weapons (CIA, 1985, pp. 8-9). With the 

technological increase, the strategic structure also conformed to it. The modern war 

                                                 

4 The T-72 tank (1977) has been considered for years as one of the most fearsome threats of the Soviet 
Union. Mass-produced, it is one of the most famous tanks in history; it was considered by many experts 
as a tank capable of changing the results of a terrestrial conflict in favour of the USSR. 
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requires a greater dynamism and so tactical operations require more speed. Therefore, 

the Soviet tactic involved rapid offensives, with movements of no more than 800 km 

and conducted with the constant coordination between the different forces employed. 

Furthermore, the use of missiles and warplanes (and helicopters) required a joint 

effort of forces, in order to prevent and attack with such means (ground attack, air 

attack, air-to-air, etc.). If the conflict should escalate to a war no longer conventional, 

but based on the use of weapons of mass destruction (CBRN5), the Soviet Union 

could use a defence system coordinated by a full nuclear triad. The system would 

make use of Strategic Rocket Force (ground launched), the use of naval force (whose 

spearheads are Typhoon6 class nuclear submarines) and finally the air force (which is 

represented by the strategic bomber Tupolev Tu- 95). 

The Soviet strategic model also provided for a massive use of forces. The Soviet 

military strategy can be summarized in the term "mass war". This is due to several 

reasons. However, the two main ones can be summarized as: tactics, i.e. the massive 

use of armed forces allows the enemy to be defeated in a few actions thanks to the 

numerical superiority and the "avalanche" deployment of men and means; political-

strategic, based on the awareness that the military class was mainly made up of 

workers. The massive and rapid use of the long-term labour force in a war of attrition 

would have been adversely affected by the Soviet socio-economic system, causing a 

possible paralysis or collapse of the Soviet bureaucratic system itself (Dellacasa, 

1977, p. 424). This Stalinist concept is a model used since the Second World War. It 

                                                 

5 Acronym for “Chemical, Biological, Radiological or Nuclear” warfare. 
6 This class of submarines (Project 941 Akula) is the largest submarine class ever produced. They have 
a capacity to use 20 SS-N-20 Sturgeon nuclear ballistic missiles per submarine (NATO Nomenclature). 
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foresaw a numerical (massive) deployment of men and means or an increase in power, 

rather than a real technological development or an improvement in terms of efficiency 

in a precision/power ratio. Following the "Cuban Missile Crisis", the US missile 

capacity began to wane in favour of the Soviet Union, which, following the policies of 

the ruling class intent on pursuing a rearmament policy caused a counterbalance of the 

Soviet strategic advantage. Already in the second half of the sixties, Soviet defence 

spending grew at a sustained rate of between 4% and 5% per year. These expenses 

were directed mainly on the development of missile production (ICBM7 mostly) 

which allowed the Soviet Union to pass the United States, in terms of number and 

power of long-range nuclear warheads available.8 

The 1986 represents the year in which humanity peaked in the production of atomic 

weapons. Specifically, the data vary but the impressive figure is estimated to be 

between 60000 and 70000 nuclear warheads (Abele, 2000, p. 702). From the global 

amount of nuclear weapons, the Soviet Union alone held about 40,000 nuclear 

warheads in 1986 (table 1).9  

Finally, the Soviet Union had a planned deployment system with the aim of 

annihilating any threat present on earth. This system known as Perimeter, nicknamed 

"Dead Hand" in the West, it would have been conceived in the years when the Cold 

War was at its peak and became operational since 1985. It was based on a strategy of 

Mutual Assured Destruction (MAD). Specifically, to ensure a thermonuclear 

retaliation against the United States and its allies, Perimeter was fully automated to be 

                                                 

7  Intercontinental ballistic missile. 
8 (Del Pero, 2015) 
9 (James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies, 2018) 



 

18 

 

able to continue attacking even in the event of a "paralysis" of the system following a 

"nuclear first strike". The aim of this Soviet defence system is to exclude the "human 

factor" from the chain of intervention and in any case react to "annihilate even if 

annihilated" (Iacch, 2018). In fact, the Soviet Union feared that the United States 

would be able to interrupt all communications between Russian strategic forces and 

therefore tried to equip itself with an automated backup system to ensure that the lines 

of communication with the atomic missile launcher installations remained always 

operational. Over time the system improved more and more and became more 

sophisticated until it evolved and became an automated system for thermonuclear 

retaliation that follows the idea of "if you destroy us we will destroy you" type for a 

victory without tomorrow. The bipolar confrontation did not give rise to a war that 

would have resulted in the destruction of both sides. In fact, there was always a sort of 

collaboration between Moscow and Washington, based on the acceptance of very 

precise rules of behaviour. Nuclear deterrence was based on a particular strategic 

logic, definable as rational use of irrationality.10 In essence, the dissuasion of the Cold 

War was linked to the risk of a real use of nuclear weapons, with the consequent 

certainty of mutual destruction. 

The strategy (in particular NATO strategy) was precisely based on the so-called 

“coupling”, or on the fact of associating a possible war in Europe with total war (it 

could be conventional war and/or nuclear war). The credibility of the coupling 

depended, in fact, on the ability to make the threat of total war credible. The massive 

deployment of US tactical forces and nuclear weapons in Europe also cooperated with 

                                                 

10 (Schelling, 1966) 
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this strategy. In practice, people bet on the rationality of others: the Kremlin would let 

itself be deterred; and on one's own irrationality: the willingness to really resort to 

nuclear power.  

 

 

FIGURE  1 -  NUMBER OF STOCKPILED NUCLEAR WARHEADS 

11 

  

                                                 

11 Number of stockpiled nuclear warheads by year. 1986 is the year with the highest number of nuclear 
warheads ever reached (globally and by USSR). Table available at the link: 
https://thebulletin.org/nuclear-notebook-multimedia/ 
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1.3 USSR: Investments And Economic Capacity 

 

In the 20th century, the Soviet economy was the second most powerful global 

economy. Despite the status of global economic power, the Soviet economy could not 

rival the American economic giant. The data regarding the Soviet economy are still 

estimated and not very precise.12 The Soviet growth model suffered a severe arrest, 

with the post-Stalinist period of economic stagnation and investment models aimed at 

military spending (15% -17% of GDP) rather than preferring a consumer policy, 

which led to the collapse of the economy in the late 1980s. Among other known 

problems, there is also an almost equal relationship between import-export and the 

dependence on resources (especially primary goods) of third countries due to rigid 

five-year plans and relatively high-income levels with massive state price 

interventions, causing state debt and periods of economic stagnation. Soviet growth in 

the 1960-1980 period proved to be the worst in the world, in terms of investment, 

productivity and human capital (Easterly & Fischer, 1994). 

The Soviet military superpower was fuelled by an inefficient and obsolete economic 

system. Although few people could imagine a disastrous result of Soviet economic 

policy, even less it was possible to imagine a sudden total collapse of the Soviet 

Union itself. 

                                                 

12 As argued by Eaterly & Fischer (1994) the most reliable and available resources (at the time) were 
the CIA and Bergson (1961). 
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In the Soviet Union, there was never an economic market system; the economy was 

planned. Everything was planned: from the number of nails that were believed to be 

needed, to the quantity of rolls of toilet paper, apartments, milk, cars. However, how 

was it possible to plan all this in the largest country in the world? The answer (could 

be): in no way. In these plans, based on hundreds of inter-sectoral and interregional 

budgets, and made up of tens of thousands of pages, the accounts never returned. 

Nevertheless, the Soviet Union continued to rely on it stubbornly.  

The "State Planning Commission" known as "Gosplan"13, or the agency responsible 

for economic planning in the Soviet Union, decided how necessary it was to produce 

in every single factory and company of the country. In practice, for example, the 

Minister of Mechanical Engineering of Transport received a report on his desk every 

morning on how many train wheels were needed and took the necessary measures to 

comply with the production plan at the end of the month. Going down the hierarchy, 

the managers of the factories and the heads of the individual departments did the 

same. 

However, the problem of Gosplan was that it was not based on real needs, but on the 

perception and predictions of the bureaucrats. It was also very strict and it ignored the 

fact that consumer demand for goods changes over time.  

The main driver of economic growth was heavy industry. However, the five-year 

plans failed to maintain a good growth rate. The USSR was a system that lived in 

constant expectation of a future war conflict, so the military industry, metallurgy and 

                                                 

13  Abbreviation for "Gosudarstvennyj komitet po planirovaniju”. 
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everything that could be used to win a war, had priority and represented the largest 

part of the Gross Domestic Product. The production of goods for the population 

remained decidedly in the background. 

 

14 

 

The goods were then put on the market at a fixed price (there were products at a loss, 

because the price set by Gosplan did not consider production costs accurately or 

updated) and they were not widely distributed. Cities were divided into categories: in 

some “elite cities” (for example, closed cities for reasons of military or technological 

                                                 

14 (Easterly & Fischer, 1994) 
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secrecy) the products were sent first and nothing was never missing; in others, there 

could be large commodity deficits. 

Only 14% of the products arrived in stores, the remaining 86% were distributed using 

administrative command methods. For example. A car could only be bought 

immediately on the black market, illegally. Legally, people had to apply and be on 

hold for about seven or eight years and not always, even having the necessary money, 

they were entitled to buy it.  

 

 

FIGURE  2 - COMPARED GDP PER CAPITA (USA - RUSSIA) 

15 

                                                 

15 Russia GDP per capita compared to the United States. Source: Our World in Data. Link: 
https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/maddison-data-gdp-per-capita-in-
2011us?tab=chart&year=latest&time=1960..1992&country=USA~RUS 
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Nonetheless, military spending absorbed very large portions of GDP. For example, 

the amount allocated for defence in the year 1952 was 18% higher than the previous 

year, 37% that of 1950, and 70% that of 1948; an even higher spending budget than 

that of 1942, when Russia was at war (Sinelshchikova, 2019). These data were public, 

but the Soviet Union at the time did not publish detailed budgets, so a large part of the 

cost items of the armaments program could be transferred under other items. In fact, 

in the "Defence" item, only the direct expenses of the military ministries for the 

maintenance of the armed forces and the purchase of weapons at cost price were 

considered and did not include, for example, military installations or arms factories 

that were still owned by the State. To cite a few examples: atomic energy expenses 

were financed with "social and cultural" funds; the very high number of paramilitary 

armed forces dependent on the Ministry of the Interior (MVD) were maintained with 

funds for "administration and justice". It was evident that many items of the state 

budget appeared destined for different activities and sectors but that in fact mainly 

served to develop and maintain the war apparatus. 

Considering that in the economies of a socialist model, where private property in 

principle does not exist and all the buildings, production facilities, mining, 

agriculture, fishing, industry, etc., are state-owned, the state budget covers over two 

thirds of the national income. It is clear that, even considering the official figures as 

reliable, a substantial improvement in the standard of living of the Russian people 

could not be achieved by perpetuating those levels of military expenditure (Rivista di 

studi politici internazionali, 2005, pp. 157-159). 

Already during the 1970s, the Soviet system began to falter and showed its frailties to 

the world. The support of such a prosperous and massive military apparatus required a 
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cost of about 25% of the gross domestic product of the Soviet Union, a detriment of 

social reforms more useful to citizens (Radici, 2019). A huge expense that on the one 

hand made it possible to keep the number of armaments and military capabilities high. 

On the other, it had a disastrous effect in balancing the military technological surplus 

by creating an unbridgeable gap in the arms race. The advent of a new US policy, 

namely the fight "against the empire of evil", exacerbated tensions after a period of 

relative relaxation between the two superpowers. In 1985, in the midst of the 

economic crisis, Mikhail Gorbachev became secretary general of the Communist 

Party of Soviet Union. The economy based on five-year plans was insufficient to 

support the immense military expenditure of the Soviet Union, so the first economic 

action of the Gorbachev administration was focused on large cuts in military spending 

and its redirection in the civil sector. Thus, two new economic reforms were planned: 

Perestroika16 and Glasnost17. These reforms, although innovative and ambitious, did 

not achieve the expected effect. This is caused by previously made mistakes that have 

had a constant negative impact on the Soviet economy (Massari, 1990, p. 17-21). 

Among all, there was the disastrous effect of the eleventh five-year plan, which 

provided for a huge exchange of wheat with the western powers (first of all with the 

United States) and a general backwardness of the Soviet economy and the work 

sectors. 

                                                 

16 Literally: Renovation. It was a series of reforms defined as "fluid". The “Perestroika” was sought to 
model the socialist system with the western capitalist system. For the first time in the USSR, private 
ownership of companies and therefore investments by foreign investors is allowed. 
17 Literally: openness. It increased press freedom and "reformed" the Soviet leadership and ruling class. 
It also allowed for a reopening for dialogues with Western powers. 
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It should also be considered that a large part of the Soviet economy was supported by 

a large export of hydrocarbons. The oil price shocks of the years 1973-74 and 1979-

81 had an extremely negative impact on the state budget and caused a steady increase 

in Soviet public debt. Once the effects of the energetic crisis ended, the spiral of 

external debt was triggered. The Soviet Union was forced to increase its public debt in 

order to face huge expenses to pay for imports. In a long-term race, one method that 

could be useful in reducing the gaps created by the crisis (in addition to general public 

debt) was to reduce imports. The resulting problems, however, could be even more 

harmful if a new government took office, making the economic situation even more 

problematic and complex. Furthermore, this strategy can be applied if the dependence 

on foreign products does not fall into a category necessary for the basic livelihood of 

the population. In this case, the USSR was highly dependent on the purchase of wheat 

from third countries and to aggravate the situation there was a constant need to supply 

the population through a market policy based on the principle of low costs, with rates 

of increase in agricultural production that remained insignificant. The state then took 

over the subsidization of both the agricultural producer and the consumer and, in 

1989, the authorities had to exponentially subsidize national consumption to 

guarantee the maintenance of low food prices for the population. This corresponded to 

over a third of the state budget with a share of support for retail prices on products 

that reached 80% of the base. (Gaidar, 2017, p. 218-221). According to official data, 

there was a drop in production from 4.3% in 1971-75, to 2.2% in 1976-1980, to 0.5% 

in 1981-1985 (Guerra, 2001). The tertiary sector was the least efficient and the most 

backward in the Soviet economy while the primary sectors (agriculture in particular) 

and the extractive industry were heavily disproportionate to the economic system. It 
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should also be considered that the inadequacy of the means of production, the poor 

services offered to the consumer and the poor quality of the product negatively 

affected the state budget. The system based on economic planning was put in crisis 

when the central power set up the conditions for the creation of a "shadow economy", 

through processes of managerial decentralization and the increase of private exchange 

between individual companies and families. 

TABLE 1 - PRODUCTIVITY GROWTH BY SECTOR AND REPUBLIC, 1970-9018 

 

                                                 

18 (Easterly & Fischer, 1994) 
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In the 70s and 80s, it was clear that the separate economic universe of the “socialist 

sphere” was integrating into the wider world economy. "This integration was the 

beginning of the end" (Hobsbawm, 1994). In fact, the USSR was part of a market that, 

far from being "neutral", was the world capitalist market, with its own operating laws, 

which led to various imbalances for the Soviet economy.  

It should be added that in the modern capitalist system the theory of unequal exchange 

is confirmed. The surplus produced by the exchange created between a stronger 

economy with a less developed one is transferred to the latter. Among other flaws, it 

must also be remembered that the five-year plans were based on agriculture and heavy 

industry and conformed to the Soviet doctrine "more may be better". Mass production 

to achieve the objectives set by the five-year plans created even more discrepancies 

between supply and demand and increased the gap between price and wages. 

From a bureaucratic point of view, the situation began to deteriorate in the post-

Stalinist phase with the reforms of the party led by Khrushchev. The second half of 

the 1970s was the point of no return. The global crisis caused by the energy crises of 

the 1970s puts the Soviet economic system in "stagnation". Although globally, in the 

75-85 decade, there was a relatively low growth rate, the process of technological 

growth and productivity of the Soviet Union was even slower. Stagnation and then the 

collapse of the economic system was the inevitable result of a bad adjustment to the 

new "technical-scientific revolution". The Soviet model was based, in the 70s, on the 

(by that time obsolete) “Fordism model”. At the dawn of the IT revolution and a new 

technological and industrial era led by the western states, the USSR persisted in 

maintaining the level of full employment of the working class, increasing the distance 
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between production costs and product prices. The gap with the West was now 

unbridgeable.19 

Finally, not even the shock caused by the cuts in military spending allowed the Soviet 

Union in 1989 to save itself from collapse. Without its military force, the repression 

of protests and demonstrations in the Soviet States was impossible. On June 4, 1989, 

Poland became the first state of the Union to have free elections and then to abandon 

the Soviet Union.  

The cost of the US-USSR cold war has been estimated to exceed $ 13 trillion.20 An 

estimate that cannot be precise, however, considering that the Soviet Union, heavily 

militarized and controlled, did not allow a real study on the expenditure for the 

maintenance of its military superpower. 

  

                                                 

19 (Höbel, 2017) 
20 Several authors agree on $ 13 trillion in the period 1946-1991. I have taken into consideration 

Sulpasso, 2011, p. 51 because it removes, for example, the war in Vietnam and the war in Korea from 
the data matrix. 
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1.4 Internal And Foreign Policy 

 

The political situation of the Soviet Union in the 1980s follows a parallel line 

to the economy. First, already in the period of "détente" (relaxation) of relations 

between the USSR and the US, the Soviet system of government showed signs of 

change and deterioration. In the second half of the 1980s, it became unsustainable, 

mostly because of the economy. 

Soviet Union policies were primarily influenced by the political decisions of the 

Western policies. Specifically, the major key figures were: the American 

administration led by the President of the United States Jimmy Carter; the influence 

of the Pope and his visits to Poland; the British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher; the 

President of the United States Ronald Reagan. 

In detail. 

Since his inauguration, President Carter had to deal with a new level of tension 

reached with the Soviet Union after the period of "relaxation". The first problem, of a 

more ethical nature, was to restore the balance of power by creating a new pattern of 

international relations that transcended the nuclear threat. Following the energy 

shocks, the American president supported the international capitalist system rather 

than influencing it. The new administration focused the public attention on a new pole 

of attraction for public attention: human rights, which were neglected in the Soviet 

Union. The moral line, pursued by President Carter by putting the Soviet Union under 
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the eyes of the world, caused the end of the period of relative relaxation between the 

two superpowers. Such a political strategy was unacceptable for the Kremlin. The 

secretary general of the Soviet Communist Party, Brezhnev, claimed that the United 

States used such an accusation as a weapon against the Soviet Union. The ideological 

conflict between the two superpowers seemed to go back decades now. Clashes began 

again with espionage, sabotage and proxy wars. Brezhnev unilaterally withdrew a 

contingent consisting of 1000 tanks and 20000 men  in order to raise the tension and 

jeopardize NATO / US relations in the context of the MBFR21 negotiations (Bernardi, 

2016). The Carter line however was not without more forced coups. One of the most 

important reforms on atomic arms control was the series of negotiations of the 

Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT)22. The new round of negotiations involved 

greater control and levelling of the arsenals (SALT II). In 1979, tensions between the 

USSR and the US continued to increase and Moscow was not willing to sign the new 

agreements. To compensate for the effectiveness of its missiles, the Soviet Union was 

focusing on quantity rather than quality (Soviet military doctrine). However, the 

USSR agreed, after a long series of negotiations, to submit to the agreements. On June 

18, 1979, American President Carter and the secretary general of the Soviet 

Communist Party, Brezhnev, signed the SALT II agreements. In the same year, 

however, on December 24, the Soviet Union invaded Afghanistan. The American 

reaction was strong. The threat from the American president aimed to hit the Russian 

economy and raise discontent among the Soviet people. Firstly, he implemented the 

                                                 

21 Mutual Balanced Force Reductions: it is a series of talks between USA and USSR during the ’70-’80. 
The agreements were incorporated into the Conventional Forces in Europe treaty (CFE) in 1999. 
22 (Levi & O'Hanlon, 2005) 
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boycott of the 1980 Moscow Olympics. Second, and more importantly, he started a 

blockade of exports of wheat and technological products to the USSR, basic needs for 

the Soviet Union. 

The visit of Pope John Paul II to Poland. Pope Wojtyla was at the forefront of the 

fight against communism, interpreted as a deprivation of popular sovereignty and a 

natural enemy of human rights and human dignity. According to an interview by 

Professor Rocco Buttiglione, the “Berlin wall would never have fallen if there had 

been no election in Poland.” (Przeciszewski & Krolak, 2009). The Pope, with his visit 

in 1979 to the Polish capital, called his own people to Christian responsibility. In an 

article published in different national newspapers, such as "La Stampa", "El Pais" and 

"Libèration", Mr. Gorbachev wrote: "Everything that has happened in Eastern Europe 

in recent years would not have been possible without this Pope, without the great role, 

also political, which he has been able to play on the world stage” (Cristiano, 2019). 

This refers to the possibility of an interstate war between the USSR and Poland, 

following the coup d'état23 led by Jaruzelsky24 against the Solidarność. The Pope 

actively intervened with the Solidarność, inviting them to use non-violence resistance 

and above all he obtained from Jaruzelsky guarantees for the life of Soviet political 

prisoners. The Polish Catholic Church never fell under Soviet political control, 

however it is certain that the pontificate of the first Polish Pope represented a severe 

                                                 

23 In 1981, general Jaruzelsky made a coup and banned the Solidarność. He chose the coup, the 
martial law and betrayed his country to save it from the nightmare of a Soviet invasion from East 
Germany that would have been a massacre. (Tarquini, 2014) 
24 (Treccani, 1993) 
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blow for the communist regime (in particular the Polish one) from which they would 

not recover. 

The "iron lady", Prime Minister of the United Kingdom, Margaret Thatcher, pursued 

an anti-inflationary economic policy, with very rigid measures, which, in the long 

term, brought the UK's GDP to grow. British PM policy was not without controversy 

and strategies. The basic idea was to strengthen the western military system to counter 

Soviet power and forcing the Kremlin to negotiate. Despite constant conflict, the 

support provided to the United States was indispensable for the success of President 

Ronald Reagan's policy. However, the pivotal moment came in 1984 when Mikhail 

Gorbachev visited Britain and Mrs Thatcher declared in a BBC television interview "I 

like Mr. Gorbachev. We can do business together" (Thatcher M., 1984).25 Such 

support was what Mr. Gorbachev hoped for. Six months later, he took office as 

Secretary of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, determining the end for the 

Soviet regime (Blair, 2013). 

Finally, the President of the United States, Ronald Reagan, the dominant figure on the 

political scene of the Cold War, who showed a particular hostility towards Soviet 

domination. The American president proposed himself not simply as leader of his 

nation but as the leader of the free and democratic world. In March 1983, during one 

                                                 

25 “I am cautiously optimistic. I like Mr. Gorbachev. We can do business together. We both believe in our 
own political systems. He firmly believes in his; I firmly believe in mine. We are never going to change 
one another. So that is not in doubt, but we have two great interests in common: that we should both do 
everything we can to see that war never starts again, and therefore we go into the disarmament talks 
determined to make them succeed. And secondly, I think we both believe that they are the more likely to 
succeed if we can build up confidence in one another and trust in one another about each other's 
approach, and therefore, we believe in cooperating on trade matters, on cultural matters, on quite a lot 
of contacts between politicians from the two sides of the divide.” (BBC, John Cole, 1984) 
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of his speeches, he expressed the greatest adversity towards what he considered the 

massacre of the world, that is, communism. He said and I quote:  

. . . I would rather see my little girls die now; still believing in God, than have them 

grow up under communism and one day die no longer believing in God . . . (Regan R. 

, 1983). 

With his speech, he openly supported the fight against the "empire of evil" (the focus 

of evil in the modern world).26 Bilateral relations with URSS, supported by President 

Reagan and Secretary General Gorbachev reached their climax at the Reykjavik27 

summit, also known as the moment of truth for the progress of Soviet-American 

relations (in political-ideological and strategic terms) and aimed at demonstrating the 

fragility of the Soviet system (Valicenti, 2015). Even more decisive, was the 

construction of a new space defence system that jeopardized the Soviet deterrence 

strategy. 

A few days after his "empire of evil" speech, Mr. Reagan announced that the United 

States had now developed a new space missile defence system. The American 

President who, addressing his message to the American scientific community, 

announced the American space shield, the ‘Strategic Defense Initiative’ (SDI), also 

known as “Star Wars”. In a television conference he stated:  

I call upon the scientific community in our Country, those who gave us nuclear 

weapons, to turn their great talents now to the cause of mankind and world peace, to 

                                                 

26 “. . .until they do, let us be aware that while they preach the supremacy of the State, declare its 
omnipotence over individual man, and predict its eventual domination of all peoples on the earth, they 
are the focus of evil in the modern world. . .” (Parry-Giles, 1983) 
27 Reykjavik was chosen for its geographical neutrality. It is placed between the USSR and the USA. 
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give us the means of rendering these nuclear weapons impotent and obsolete (Regan 

R. , 1983)28.  

The declaration by the American president in presenting a proposal of this magnitude 

shocked the whole world, arousing controversy and admiration. Such a system could 

create a barrier that would make the Mutual Assured Destruction strategy a theoretical 

and obsolete concept. However, the criticism did not stop, and the first doubts 

surfaced about the real capacity of "impenetrability" that this system could guarantee 

(Atomic Heritage Foundation, 2018).  

The Soviet Union also expressed doubts and dissent. The creation of such a system 

would have guaranteed "immunity" to the United States but at the same time 

represented a real threat to the Soviet Union. In response, the USSR attempted to 

launch an anti-SDI missile space system on May 15, 1987. The carrier never reached 

orbit and plunged into the ocean (Zak, 2018). Realistically, the declaration of the 

creation of this system represented an unattainable challenge for the Soviet planned 

economy, by that time on the brink of disaster. Any expense to recover the distance 

with the United States would have been unsustainable especially in a period in which 

it would have had to be added to a dramatic drop in hydrocarbon prices. Although the 

SDI was more theoretical than practical, (it barely reached the prototype stage), 

despite a huge expense of 44 billion dollars, it served as a message of technological 

superiority over the rest of the world, especially towards the USSR (Sputniknews, 

2020). A form of "information warfare" that achieved its purpose and forced the 

                                                 

28 (Evan, 1984, p. 39) 
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communist party to reconsider its power in the global order. The Soviet leadership 

was willing to accept limitations and make concessions to the American counterpart. 

This was demonstrated in the three major summits held in Geneva (1985), Reykjavik 

(1986) and Malta (1989). President Reagan had defeated the communism, or rather; 

the communist economy had defeated the Soviet Union.  
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1.5 Overview Of The Euro-Missile Crisis: The Official Reason 

 

Although the previous factors influenced the decisions of the Soviet Union, in 

signing a treaty that drastically reduced its military tactical capabilities, it surprised 

the Western World, and its main reason was not clear. The "casus belli", in the 

specific case of intermediate-range nuclear missiles, was the "Euro-missile Crisis". 

NATO and the Warsaw Pact were constantly in a state of tension. Nuclear sharing 

agreements with NATO members had already been entered into force with the United 

States. Through the process of the "double key", nuclear weapons were shared 

between the USA and the NATO armed forces (Federal Republic of Germany, 

Holland, Italy, Turkey, etc.). The US guaranteed the European states (without a 

reliable nuclear arsenal) to arm themselves with a deterrent that went beyond article V 

of the Atlantic Treaty.29 It also became possible to have a "flexible response"30 

capability, a strategy still in use today for NATO forces. This strategy sent a clear 

message to Moscow: an attack in Europe would inevitably lead to a nuclear escalation 

                                                 

29 Article V NATO charter: The Parties agree that an armed attack against one or more of them in 
Europe or North America shall be considered an attack against them all and consequently they agree 
that, if such an armed attack occurs, each of them, in exercise of the right of individual or collective self-
defence recognized by Article 51 of the Charter of the United Nations, will assist the Party or Parties so 
attacked by taking forthwith, individually and in concert with the other Parties, such action as it deems 
necessary, including the use of armed force, to restore and maintain the security of the North Atlantic 
area. Any such armed attack and all measures taken as a result thereof shall immediately be reported to 
the Security Council. Such measures shall be terminated when the Security Council has taken the 
measures necessary to restore and maintain international peace and security. (NATO, 1949) 
30 The "flexible response" is a strategic defence that aims to respond to all forms of aggression in the 
event of war, whether conventional or nuclear. It was developed by the defence minister McNamara and 
implemented by J.F. Kennedy in 1961, first in the United States and later by NATO members. (Guidetti, 
1985) 
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based on a MAD principle. Despite the promotion of treaties on the control and 

limitation of atomic weapons, SALT, SALT II, ABM 31treaty, and the promoted 

concept of "mutual and balanced force reduction" (MBFR), the Soviet Union 

continued to increase exponentially its nuclear capabilities, allocating 15% of GDP 

during the 1970s to recover and exceed American capabilities (Jeannesson, 2003).  

The previous SALT agreements were "circumvented" by using a weapon category 

that the agreements had not foreseen. The United States and (especially) the USSR 

therefore began to equip themselves with inter-mediate range missiles (1000-5000 

KM), not covered by the arms control treaty. Feeling more threatened, on 1977, 

Russia deployed 300 SS-2032 missiles replacing the SS-4 and SS-5 missiles and aimed 

them towards Western Europe. The real peculiarity of this category of weapon was 

mainly the tangible threat it could pose to Europe. Thanks to their distance, the USA 

was virtually safe and reachable from this category of weapon only from the Russian 

Far East. However, Moscow and Europe found themselves covered by the range of 

these weapons. Another problem hanging over Western European states was the 

absence of missiles that would be able to reach Soviet territory equivalent to the 

dreaded SS-20. The already fragile balance of the European context totally collapsed.  

Russia's intent clearly appeared to destabilize American strategic interests in Europe 

by forcing them to never use their atomic arsenals. A reprisal would have been far 

                                                 

31 The Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty was signed on May 26, 1972. The United States and the Soviet Union 
negotiated the ABM Treaty as part of an effort to control their arms race in nuclear weapons. (Kimball & 
Reif, 2017) 
32 The SS-20 Saber was a Soviet intermediate-range ballistic missile (IRBM) that entered service in 
1976. The Soviet Union developed three different models of the SS-20 (Mod 1, 2, and 3). Mods 1 and 3 
carried a single warhead of 1,000 kT. The Mod 2, the most widely deployed variant, was equipped with 
multiple independently targetable re-entry vehicles (MIRV). A single Mod 2 could employ three 150 kT 
nuclear warheads. (CSIS Missile Defense project, 2018) 
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from favourable, and NATO powers would have more easily agreed “to grant Italy or 

Germany to the Soviet occupation so as not to risk the destruction of Paris or 

London33" (Ciocchetti, 2018). The security of Western Europe depended exclusively 

on the United States of America and their ability to unite and arm NATO members 

with suitable means for confronting the soviet superpower. However, the real threat 

was the previous withdrawal in 1964 of the Thor and Jupiter nuclear missiles from 

Europe. Consciously (or not), NATO members agreed to displace their nuclear 

deterrent strategy overseas. The United States should have defended Europe thanks to 

intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBM), submarine-launched ballistic missiles 

(SLBM) and possibly through the use of strategic bombers such as the B-52 (Betts, 

1981). This condition, considering the use of numerous warheads on European soil, 

was no longer sufficient for NATO members who were within range of the Soviet 

threat. Neither the flexible response strategy was considered sufficient to protect 

NATO against a possible attack by Soviet forces. In addition, the United States would 

not have risked massive nuclear retaliation on its territory to defend Western Europe. 

The European response was inevitable. In the front line, Germany and Italy, 

represented respectively by Chancellor Helmut Schmidt and Prime Minister 

Francesco Cossiga. They embarked on a diplomatic campaign to converge the 

interests of NATO members with the strategic interests of the United States. It was 

precisely the German Chancellor Schmidt, who embarked on a campaign aimed at 

protecting Europe and made it free from the Soviet "iron curtain" but also to the 

dismantling of intermediate-range Soviet nuclear capabilities. During the Alastair 

                                                 

33 Literally translated.  
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Buchan Memorial Lecture, the NATO Secretary General, and former defence minister 

of West Germany, Manfred Wörner said:  

We are challenging Mr. Gorbachev: to the extent he responds, he should earn our co-

operation. . . A crucial question is whether or not Soviet military capabilities, after a 

period of change and reform, will remain a key determinant of the European political 

order. It has been a primary goal of the Alliance throughout its existence to loosen this 

stranglehold over our future, and there are signs that it may now be attainable. We 

must also not lose sight of the fact that so far there has been little change in the might 

of the Soviet military machine or in its offensive nature. . . Of course, the defence 

effort of the West is not a simple matter of a response to a military threat. The concept 

of maintaining security and stability encompasses the preservation of political and 

national sovereignty; ensuring continued freedom; maintaining international 

confidence, including an assurance of predictability in international relations; and 

demonstrating our collective political will. (Wörner, 1988). 

The initial reaction from the United States was very cautious. German Chancellor 

Schmidt's request called for total disarmament of the intermediate range category and 

the disposal of "Euro-strategic" armaments with a regulated levelling for conventional 

forces in Europe. At the Guadeloupe summit, the US President Jimmy Carter adopted 

the "Schmidt line34" of double decision. 

The crisis peaked in 1979, when American President Carter suspended ratification of 

the SALT II treaty and NATO members perceived the deployment of the SS-20 as a 

                                                 

34 The missile installation decision was to be made with the consent of NATO members and with the 
United States permission. 
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real threat. To maintain its credibility, NATO concentrated resources on the 

modernization of the long-range theatre nuclear force (LRTNF) and deployed 108 

Pershing II35 launchers and 466 Ground-launched Cruise Missiles (GLCMs) in 

Europe, pressing the Soviet Union to launch negotiations on the reduction of LRTNF 

weapons. These negotiations began in Geneva, in the fall 198136. However, while 

countries such as the Federal Republic of Germany and Italy supported a security 

intervention by members of NATO (especially by the USA) and a policy of 

dismantling nuclear arsenals, France and the United Kingdom considered that 

Germany, in particular, "was reacting disproportionately" to the situation (Martins & 

Véronica, 2016). Due to British opinion but even more to France, which is decidedly 

against the installation of medium-range missiles on European soil, the "Schmidt line" 

was jeopardized. However, with strong support, the German appeal was strongly 

supported by Italy, and later by other European states that were deployed on the front 

line alongside the Federal Republic of Germany, which agreed to pursue NATO's 

objective in order to respond to the threat of Soviet SS-20 missiles (Cacace, 2004).  

                                                 

35 The MGM-31B Pershing 2 was medium-range, road-mobile, solid fueled ballistic missile developed by 
the United States for use against the Soviet Union. It featured an extended range that reclassified the 
missile from short-range to medium-range. This range increase allowed the missile to strike targets in 
Russian territory, unlike its predecessor, which could only hit targets in Warsaw Pact nations. The 
Pershing 2 was designed to deliver a W-85 variable yield nuclear warhead (5 kT to 80 kT) at ranges up 
to 1700 km. (CSIS Missile Defense project, 2018) 
36 The agreement to start formal talks was reached on September 23, 1981. On November 18, 
President Reagan announced a negotiating proposal in which the United States would agree to 
eliminate its Pershing II and GLCM if the Soviet Union would dismantle all its SS-20, SS-4 and SS-5. 
This proposal became known as the "zero-zero offer". The United States' approach to negotiations, 
developed through extensive consultations within NATO, required that any INF agreement should: (1) 
guarantee equality both within the limits and rights between the United States and the Soviet Union; (2) 
be strictly bilateral and therefore exclude the British and French systems; (3) limit systems on a global 
basis; (4) not adversely affect NATO's conventional defence capability; and (5) be actually verifiable. 
(Bureau of Arms Control, 1987) 
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In 1983, following strong pressure from PM Margaret Thatcher and German 

Chancellor Helmut Kohl, finally, Pershing II missiles were deployed in the Federal 

Republic of Germany and, in parallel, BGM-109G 37Gryphon (GLCMs) were 

deployed in Italy, Belgium, Holland, Turkey and United Kingdom. The deployment 

of the first American missiles on European soil changed the narrative and the threat 

they posed. The possible nuclear escalation caused by the deployment of these 

missiles had increased exponentially. In addition, the doctrine pursued by US 

President Reagan hinted that Western democracies would pursue the capitulation of 

"the empire of evil" on all fronts and with all means. Initially the Soviet Union was 

reluctant to sign an agreement with the United States; however, NATO continued 

with the deployment of weapons and forced the hand towards reaching an agreement. 

With the appointment of Gorbachev as Secretary General of the Communist Party of 

the Soviet Union, through a series of complex negotiations (between members of 

NATO, the USA and the USSR),38 a bilateral decision was reached with the United 

States to eliminate the category of intermediate-range weapons. The offer started from 

the President of the United States Reagan, in a proposal called "zero-zero-offer", in 

which the USA agreed on the total elimination of Pershing II and GLCMs as long as 

the Soviet Union did the same with the SS-20, and the older SS-5 and SS-4. 

Meanwhile, US Secretary of State George Shultz and Soviet Foreign Minister Andrej 

                                                 

37 The BGM-109G Gryphon was a cruise missile operated by the US Air Force (USAF) during the late 
1980s and early 1990s. It was essentially a ground-launched BGM-109A Tomahawk. The Gryphon 
carried a single W-84 10 to 50 kT nuclear warhead. After the INF Treaty was signed and ratified, the 
system was destroyed by 1991 in accordance with the treaty provisions. (CSIS Missile Defense project, 
2018) 
38 The agreements did not include measures against France and the United Kingdom. 
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Gromyko pursued negotiations for the START39 agreements, and for defence and 

space resources agreements, in parallel and separately in the bilateral forum called 

Nuclear and Space Talks (NST). The Euro-missile crisis ended on December 8, 1987. 

In Washington, the President of the United States and the Secretary General of the 

Soviet Communist Party signed the “Treaty Between The United States Of America 

And The Union Of Soviet Socialist Republics On The Elimination Of Their 

Intermediate-Range And Shorter-Range Missiles40” known as INF Treaty. 

The treaty marked the end of an era. For the first time in the area of arms control, a 

total destruction of an entire category of weapons was envisaged. Specifically, the 

destruction of all ground-based missiles (conventional and unconventional) with a 

range of 500 km and 5000 km, including launch equipment.41 The treaty that the 

United States and the Soviet Union signed in Washington on December 8 included the 

data protocol of understanding or Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), the 

inspection protocol and the elimination protocol. For the disposal (of a maximum of 

18 months from the entry into force of the treaty) of weapon systems, the treaty 

provided for various types of inspection: on-site inspections, closure inspections of 

structures and bases of short-medium range missile operations, short-term inspections 

and elimination inspections for effective control of the disposal of missile systems as 

                                                 

39 The treaty between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the 
reduction and limitations of strategic offensive arms (Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, was signed on 
July, 1991, and entered into force on December, 1994. The treaty sets limits on the number of 
intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs), submarine-launched missiles (SLBMs) and heavy bombers. 
START negotiated the largest and most complex arms control treaty in history. (Levi & O'Hanlon, 2005) 
40 The treaty is available on the US State Department website at the following link: https://2009-
2017.state.gov/t/avc/trty/102360.htm 
41 (Existing) missiles of intermediate range types designated by the United States of America as 
Pershing II and BGM-109G and short range Pershing IA. For the USSR are the missiles (NATO 
nomenclature) SS-20, SS-4 and SS-5 and short-range SS-12 and SS-23. 
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agreed by the parties. In the treaty, the coordinates of the deployment of armaments 

and the number of weapon systems available from the two contractors are mapped. In 

addition, to ensure further efficiency of the Treaty, Article VII included the ban for 

the production of new project of each flight device (vehicle) that can be related to the 

categories of GLBM and GLCM interchangeable weapons. The missiles subject to the 

treaty were defined in the Memorandum of Understanding. The USSR, with 54%42 

more intermediate-range missiles than the United States, therefore renounced its 

strategic intermediate-range nuclear power.  

With the signature of the INF Treaty, the cold war was almost over. The famous 

"apocalypse clock" of the "Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists43" at the dawn of the 

Euro-missile crisis in 1981 it marked 4 minutes to midnight and 3 minutes in 1984 

due to persistent tensions and unrealized agreements between the USSR and the 

United States. The INF treaty brought a wave of hope with its 6 minutes to midnight 

in 1988 and the implementation of the treaty led to 10 minutes in 1990. The greatest 

distance ever reached by the minute hands at midnight reached 17 minutes in 1991. 

The cold war was (officially) over and with it the long nuclear arms race, lasted over 

40 years. 

  

                                                 

42 Considering the category of intermediate-range nuclear weapons covered by the treaty, 2910 and 
1890 devices are subject to the treaty for the USSR and the US respectively. Considering the shorter 
weapon category, however, the data are exponentially higher for the USSR, which has 3052 weapon 
systems against the only 517 available for the United States. (Bureau of Arms Control, 1987) 
43 The clock is an initiative created in 1947 by scientists from the University of Chicago's "Bulletin of the 
Atomic Scientists" magazine, which consists of a metaphorical clock that measures the danger of a 
hypothetical end of the world. The danger is quantified through the metaphor of a symbolic clock whose 
midnight symbolizes the end of the world while the previous minutes represent the hypothetical distance 
from this event. The timeline is available at the link: https://thebulletin.org/doomsday-clock/past-
statements/# (Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists). 

https://thebulletin.org/doomsday-clock/past-statements/
https://thebulletin.org/doomsday-clock/past-statements/
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1.6 Conclusions 

 

It should be remembered that the Soviet Union, in the 70s, despite military 

superiority and despite being an industrial giant, felt closed in a vice. 

The unsustainable economy proposed by the Soviet economic system did not allow 

the Soviet Union to manage the immense territory and the variety of peoples who 

lived together under the aegis of the Communist Party that began to show cracks. 

Most likely, this was the fear that pushed the Soviet leaders of the time to appear 

more malleable and willing to conclude agreements with the main "competitors", the 

United States of America. 

The INF treaty was accepted in its definition of "zero-zero-offer", practically due to 

its economic unsustainability, due to the huge number of nuclear weapons for which 

the USSR must carry out maintenance, which has an increasingly high cost. It is true 

that not only this affected the enormous expense that weakens the Soviet economy, 

but also it affected the immense military apparatus, made up of vehicles and men. 

Their maintenance absorbed a large part of the Soviet economic income. The INF 

treaty was signed to the detriment of the Soviet military superpower. A signature that 

was not easy to accept and probably humiliating. Considering the extremely 

unfavourable conditions to which the USSR would have been subjected in pursuing a 

hard line such an intense arms race, the solutions could have been only catastrophic 

for the Soviet Union.  
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It is assumed that an imminent collapse of the Soviet economy would not have 

allowed USSR to continue a race indefinitely. In order not to lose the hard-earned 

prestige in almost a century, the USSR therefore preferred to dismantle its arsenal 

rather than having to abandon it over time due to the lack of funds necessary for its 

maintenance.  

This situation, therefore, determined the "victory" of the United States, which 

emerged as winner from a conflict never fought; and from the ashes of the Soviet 

Union arose the new national states, of which Europe is now composed. This was the 

intent of the USA. Creating conditions for the unravelling of a great and “dangerous 

empire”, which, even if it led to the creation of the Russian Federation, the only true 

heir of the Soviet superpower, it would denounce a weakening, not only economic but 

also motivational.  

Duelling is costly and, in the name of the survival of the State, it is better to withdraw 

and find other ways to replenish economies through the creation of new commercial 

relationships rather than falling into obsolescence. 
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Chapter 2 - The Thirty Years Under The INF Treaty 

 

2.1 Introduction 

It is important to analyse the international geopolitical context in order to 

understand the situations that could have favoured the reaffirmation of Russia as a 

global power in just a decade. Among these situations, there are two aspects that must 

be taken into consideration: on the one hand, the decay of the armed forces almost 

dissolved with the USSR and on the other, the extractive sector that supports the 

Russian economy, which in some way marks a hope of redemption and strengthening 

of the economy. Furthermore, if the old alliances had disintegrated, but not 

completely cancelled, the rise to power of President Vladimir Putin marked a new era 

for the Russian Federation. 

In thirty years of economic policies and alliances and agreements, Putin (over a period 

of twenty years) redesigned a web of relations both in Europe and in the rest of the 

world, which favoured Russia's economic recovery. After the economic fall of the 

1990s, Russia has faced many economic difficulties and today, despite everything, it 

is trying to reaffirm its role as world power. In fact, Russia has returned permanently 

to the top ten places in the world regarding the economic production, although there 

are still many factors that can destabilize its financial balance. 

To give few examples: the Russian currency (rouble) has a high fluctuation rate, or 

the population which is undergoing a marked demographic decrease, and from this 
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follows an average aging of the population and, finally, the large oil and gas fields. It 

is true that hydrocarbons supported and still support the Russian economy by making 

up for the huge deficits that undermine its stability, but after all, these are factors that 

have affected the entire economic system of Moscow, which, consequently suffers 

from fluctuations in the oil price market. The rouble, as mentioned, goes through a 

long period of instability; in fact, in the last ten years it has lost half of its value in 

purchasing power, mainly due to the serious financial crisis of the four-year period 

2014/2017. Even if the Russian Central Bank attributed the collapse of the rouble 

value to US sanctions, it seems more likely that the causes of this fall were 

attributable to the vertical collapse of oil prices and to the international sanctions that 

Russia had to suffer after the military intervention in Ukraine. 

Nonetheless, the poverty rate, which at the collapse of the Soviet Union was close to 

35%, after having dropped significantly continued, albeit in a less accentuated way, to 

decrease. The country's high GDP does not correspond to an adequate well-being of 

the population, whose average monthly salary is around 42,413 roubles, equal to 578 

euros per month. Wages that after the crisis of the years 2014 - 2017 had reached only 

387 roubles in 2016 that in 2013 it had a purchase value of over 40%. 

A great inequality in terms of wealth persists and despite a high number of billionaires 

in the transition from the collectivist economy to the current liberal economy, there 

are still large sections of the population living below the threshold of poverty. 

Moreover, the Russian oligarchy of billionaires can often influence the economic and 

strategic choices of the government. 
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The situation of the economic recovery certainly led to an internal consensus within 

the country, which further benefited President Putin's internal and foreign policy, and 

his electoral successes are a clear demonstration of this. 

However, other actors (Gorbachev, Yeltsin, etc.) on the Russian political scene dot the 

path of recovery, which led to the re-accreditation of Russia as a world power, based 

on a substantial military force.  

For this reason, an excursus of the internal and foreign political events of the new 

Russia may represent a key point to understanding the reasons for a new course of 

politics that has been put in place since the dissolution of the USSR until the advent of 

Putin (2000) and its commitment to credit Russia as a world power. 

Internal and foreign affairs can also be interpreted as pre-conditions for the 

acceptance of the agreements contained in the INF Treaty and the subsequent 

withdrawal (or non-compliance) from the Treaty itself. 

Favourable conditions, but also skills in creating and maintaining relationships of 

“peaceful” coexistence, have helped Russia to no longer be considered the number 

one enemy on the world stage and to restore or create new balances, to increase 

consensus and above all to open new markets to and for Russia. 

Commercial exchanges, regulated by mostly bilateral agreements, but also through the 

diplomatic commitment of those who have woven the plots necessary for the creation 

of the same agreements, have generated new wealth and consequent new internal and 

foreign consensus towards Russia.  

The clarification of these events reveals the clear and hidden reasons for Russia's 

political action, which help to understand the decision-making process that has 
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produced agreements also in the military field and in that of the production and 

maintenance of nuclear weapons. 
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2.2 From The Fall Of The USSR To Putin’s Russia 

 

Immediately after the fall of the Berlin wall (1989), as early as 1990 Russia, 

which was the first of the republics of the USSR to declare independence, facilitated 

the disintegration process of the Soviet Union without causing serious upheavals and 

determining a climate of pacification among the former allies.  

A new economic recovery program was launched which gave hope for a rapid 

recovery. 

The fears have not completely disappeared and the danger of recession has already 

reappeared in August 1991, when the forecasts of western analysts fear an extremely 

harsh winter capable of causing a food shock in Russian territory and so to be able to 

dissolve the democratic project of the new Russia (Ikenberry, 2001). 

Meanwhile, an attempted coup was emerging which would upset the fragile new order 

of the Soviet Union. 

Two important events occurred: on June 28 1991, COMECON44 was dissolved and 

immediately after, on July 1 the Warsaw Pact was officially dissolved. 

                                                 

44 The Council for Mutual Economic Assistance (COMECON) was an economic and commercial 
organization between the countries of the Soviet Union. The seat of the council was in Moscow, was 
founded in 1949, and included the Soviet Union, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, East Germany, Hungary, 
Romania, Poland, Cuba, Mongolia and Vietnam. It can be considered as the eastern bloc of the 
European Economic Community. 
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Russian public opinion accepted willingly the new reform. It was more determined 

and more projected to satisfy the needs of the population, also supported by the 

Secretary General of the Communist Party, Mikhail Gorbachev at the time, who 

proposed a new formula for the reorganization of the Soviet states in the never 

occurred project of "Union of Sovereign States". The most influential leaders45 of 

Soviet politics did not adhere to this new reorganization. They did not like the 

acquisition of the national independence of the members of the Union and still hoped 

to preserve the Soviet Union from collapse. 

This led to the temporary removal, against his will, of the General Secretary of the 

CPSU (Gorbachev), which was detained in the Crimea, where he had gone to his 

summer residence. Just enough time to put in place a rapid coup d'état that proceeded 

by acquiring control of the most strategic cities and targets (starting from radio and 

media control). As expected, two distinct sides of the Soviet forces arose; supporters 

and opponents of the coup. 

The slowness and the lack of sufficient information and communication led to a great 

confusion with massive demonstrations that could not be controlled by the armed 

forces themselves, especially in the cities of Moscow and Leningrad. News of 

Russia's events caused serious concerns (especially) in Europe that feared a possible 

bloodbath in the world's largest nuclear superpower. 

Among the opponents of the coup, there was Boris Yeltsin, at the time President of 

the Supreme Soviet of the Russian Soviet Federative Socialist Republic (McCarthy, 

                                                 

45 Among the members who participated in the coup were the former KGB president Vladimir Krjuckov, 
the interior minister Boris Pugo, the defense minister Dimitrij Jazov and the prime minister Valentin 
Pavlov. 
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2011). Mr. Yeltsin made one of the most symbolic and unpredictable gesture of the 

Cold War.46 On 19 August, he boarded a tank of the Tamanskaya battalion and, 

defying the men of the reactionary putsch he started a procession (De Biase, 2011).  

He headed towards the White House in Moscow, and he said:  

We are dealing with a rightist, reactionary, anti-constitutional coup. Despite all the 

difficulties and severe trials being experienced by the people, the democratic process 

in the country is acquiring an increasingly broad sweep and an irreversible character. 

The peoples of Russia are becoming masters of their destiny. . . They discredit the 

union in the eyes of the whole world, undermine our prestige in the world community, 

and return us to the Cold War era along with the Soviet Union's isolation in the world 

community.  (Nichols, 2019, p. 40) 

Many Russians became convinced of the dangerousness of the coup and supported 

Mr. Yeltsin. Meanwhile, on the night of August 21-22, Mikhail Gorbachev was 

returning to Moscow, unaware of what had happened in the previous days. He 

guaranteed the expulsion of the rioters from the party, but Yeltsin demanded more: 

the dissolution of the Soviet Union. 

On December 8 1991, President Boris Yeltsin, with the leaders of Belarus and 

Ukraine, signed the articles of association of the "Community of Independent States" 

and declared: “We are turning to the world community with pure intentions in order to 

win friends but not enemies, and to establish honest and civilized relations with other 

states.” (Novosti Information Agency, 2009). In the same speech, Mr. Yeltsin 

                                                 

46 (Il Mamilio, 2016) 
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emphasized the price that Russia has to pay and will pay and he reiterated that a 

nation (Russia), even if brought to its knees, with hard work, will also come back to 

life. 

On Christmas Eve 1991, the secretary general of the CPSU, Gorbachev resigned 

publicly on live television. The red flag with hammer and sickle was lowered and 

replaced with the flag of the Russian Federation (white, blue and red). An era that 

began in 1917 officially ceased to exist on December 26, 1991. 

In the recovery process, Russia had to face various situations and re-establish 

agreements and strategies, including at military level. 

One of the first obstacles to overcome was about the Russian armed forces. From the 

80s to the early 90s, the Soviet Union (therefore Russia) had already signed several 

international and bilateral treaties with the United States. 

Considering that about 70% of the Soviet industrial sector was linked to the defence 

sector, the economic backlash47 is also strongly linked to the clauses of the 

agreements undertaken. Furthermore, the withdrawal of numerous armed contingents 

from the borders of the immense Soviet empire had a huge price, both economic and 

geostrategic. With the withdrawal from the Warsaw Pact, Soviet troops had to clear 

out the countries of Central and Eastern Europe, the best-armed and trained forces 

available to the Soviet Union. At the same time as the withdrawal of western troops, 

agreements were made with China for the reduction of border forces and the 

withdrawal of Russian troops from Mongolia. 

                                                 

47 (istituto di atti studi in geopolitica e scienze ausiliarie, 2012) 
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The collapse of the Warsaw Pact also caused another phenomenon. Some former 

"comrades in arms" of Russia changed course towards NATO. This not only 

destroyed relations with Russia and other former Soviet states but, from a purely 

strategic point of view, it completely eliminated the borders and shortened the 

distances between Russia and its opponents. 

Finally, the decisive blow was the division of the army and the Soviet fleet between 

the new states formed following the collapse of the Soviet Union. The Soviet military 

power, thus weakened, could now be considered finished. Furthermore, to aggravate 

the situation: bureaucracy, reorganization, corruption and the limited funds made 

entire divisions disappear and this situation generated professional degradation and 

demotivation of the military personnel in service. 

The new administration led by President Yeltsin of the reformed Russian Federation 

did not have a stable government. The task of the Russian President was aggravated 

by the financial crisis of 1998, the international relations still in ruins and the same 

reputation of President Yeltsin. In 1999, four prime ministers succeeded each other in 

less than a year. In August 1999, however, a former KGB48 officer, who served in 

East Germany and then became president of the new FSB49, took office in the new 

Yeltsin government as Prime Minister. This man was Vladimir Putin. 

Putin's rise to power led to a wave of support, also as a consequence of the September 

1999 Moscow attacks. Conspiracy or not, the piece de resistance of Putin's election 

                                                 

48 Transliterated: Komitet Gosudarstvennoj Bezopasnosti (state security committee) was the name of 
the Soviet Union security and secret police agency. The KGB was active from 1954 to 1991. 
49 Transliterated: Federal'naja služba bezopasnosti Rossijskoj Federacii (Federal Security Services of 
the Russian Federation) was born to replace the Federal Counterintelligence Service (FSK) in 1995. It 
can be considered the heir of the KGB. 
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campaign became the intervention in Chechnya against the perpetrators, or alleged 

perpetrators, of the attacks. Vladimir Putin became President of the Russian 

Federation for the first time on March 26 2000. 

At the time of Putin's election as president of Russia, Russia was in a time of 

international isolation, connected to the US intervention in Kosovo, of which Russia 

had not been warned, and to the western condemnation of the second Chechen war. 

Against the guidelines of the elite and public opinion, Putin tried to mend relations 

with the West, and with the United States in particular, and after September 11 

offered (little reciprocated) his collaboration to the president Bush in the fight against 

global Islamic terrorism. As his personal and international position in his country 

consolidated, he made no secret of considering himself a sort of ‘Russian De Gaulle’, 

committed to restoring his country's internal unity and international status of great 

power. According to the realistic theory of international relations, this status becomes 

effective only if other great powers recognize it as such. Tired of the delay in an act 

he considered due, Putin at the 2007 Munich security conference pronounced a tough 

indictment against countries that persisted in not wanting to treat Russia as equals. 

Since then, although there has been talk of a "new cold war", revealing a substantial 

ambiguity in the position of Western countries, relations between Russia and the so-

called Western countries have developed exponentially. The potential for economic 

development and the immense energy resources have meant that all States have 

rushed to establish political and commercial relations with the Government and with 

Russian companies. 

Modern Russia, under Putin, today has a large network of international relations, 

especially with European states and NATO. Furthermore, thanks to Putin, the 
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fulfilment of a promise for a prosperous civil life can be considered achieved. The 

freedom of press and association rights also arose under Putin, certainly not exactly as 

intended in the western democratic countries (Lucas, 2008). In addition, the new 

president's ability was to ride the wave of a decisive increase in the Russian economy. 

However, Putin, since 2000, will remain a key and unquestionably popular figure in 

Russian society. For the majority of Russians, Putin is the hero who saved the nation, 

after the dark years of Gorbachev and Yeltsin, in which Russia not only faced a 

terrible economic crisis, but also lost the role of world superpower. In 2004, in fact, 

Putin was re-elected president with more than 71% of the votes.50 

An example of the Russian president's popularity and influence are the presidential 

elections in Ukraine, which showed the true attitude of the citizens of the 

neighbouring country towards Putin. During his pre-election campaign, Ukrainian 

leader Petr Poroshenko addressed the Ukrainian people with the slogan "Either I or 

Putin". Nevertheless, in the second phase of the elections, voters gave preference to 

Vladimir Zelensky, who won with 73% of the vote. The high popular consensus and 

the mix of fear and respect of Western democracies also help the ambitious projects of 

President Putin (Wilson, 2019). 

An important advantage, which characterizes Putin's policy, is the guarantee of the 

country's security and a large part of the Russian people seem to be convinced of it. 

The fears of a return to a narrow economy, and without a necessary breath of 

internationality, (when the advance of globalization through the diffusion of modern 

                                                 

50 (Enciclopedia Treccani On Line, s.d.) 
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mass media, also knocked on the doors of Russia) Russian citizens saw Putin as the 

ferryman for modernity. The opening of the markets, which would have made their 

life less cramped and freer in the work organization. 

The Russian president has repeatedly stated that he is willing to seek compromises 

and conduct an equal and mutually beneficial dialogue with other countries, but that 

he will never sacrifice the sovereignty and interests of the nation. Also by virtue of 

this he obtained, and perhaps still will obtain, the consent of "his" people. 

In addition, this is how Putin, based on the logic of global security and stability (in 

more recent times), proposed to Trump the possible ways to resolve the conflict on 

nuclear disarmament.51 

The dominion of President Putin has remained unchallenged for about 20 years. From 

2000 to nowadays, with a single interruption of mandate of President Dimitrij 

Medvedev (2008-20012), who, however, is very close to the figure of Putin, who 

holds the position, under his mandate, of Prime Minister. A strong and charismatic 

prime minister therefore counterbalances the figure of the strong president of the 

Russian Federation. Media speculation did not spare the new Russian administration, 

which was called "tandem government". The Medvedev government's program was 

focused on internal problems and on the promise of a rapid improvement in economic 

and social indices and on the role of Russia, which must remain crucial in maintaining 

international balances. 

                                                 

51 (Sputnik News, 2019) 
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However, Putin's hegemonic presence remains undisputed. 2020 is a year that could 

bring about great changes in terms of the reorganization of power in Russia. The 

President's new proposal is a constitutional reform that could allow him to retain 

power and exercise it even if he were to end his presidential term through the 

proposed new body created ad hoc, the Russian Security Council.52 Furthermore, the 

possibility of an extension of the presidential mandate, or a zeroing of the number of 

mandates already exercised, which would allow the President to remain in office until 

2036, is not excluded (Ilyushina & Dewan, 2020). 

All of this happens, of course, in the wake of the economic recovery of the Russian 

Federation, which occurs rapidly due to some changes and attitudes previously not 

adopted. In fact, as early as the nineties Russia, in addition to changing the social and 

legislative system, also adopted a capitalist economic policy. This initially caused 

some repercussions, during the transition period, such as the devaluation of the rouble 

that was generated mainly by the fluctuating exchange rates. However, it should be 

noted that the recession of the countries of the former Soviet Union, in this period of 

transition, was real and worse than that of 1929 (Nuti, 2009). Among the major 

problems, besides the structural ones, there was the loss of foreign direct investments 

due to a rigid monetary and fiscal policy, which caused an overshooting of 

stabilization programs (International Monetary Fund, 1992). Moreover, it must be 

considered that the Russian economy is very susceptible to changes in hydrocarbon 

                                                 

52 (il post, 2020) 
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prices; however, the results of overcoming the recession period (2014) are 

encouraging (World Bank, 2017). 

Another important factor that influenced the Russian economy, starting from 1992, 

was the launch of a mass privatization program, using state-owned convertible 

vouchers, distributed free of charge to 97% of the Russian population. Other forms of 

privatization included the sale of entire businesses or equity packages, as well as the 

sale of public company shares pledged to banks in exchange for loans that were 

known to have been originally paid out. These transition processes have resulted in a 

marked concentration of wealth and caused the privileged access of the political elite 

to primary products and the appropriation of government bonds and state enterprises 

by insiders, especially managers and bankers. The distribution of wealth becomes a 

well-known problem in Russian society, causing severe economic and social 

disparities and the appearance of a large number of billionaires, blowing up the Gini53 

coefficient from 0.26 in 1991 to 0.41 in 1994, and remaining today in a range between 

0.4 and 0.45, the same radius as the United States of America (Rosefielde, 2005).  

In 1993, Russia applied for access to the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade 

(GATT), which was converted in 1995 into the entrance of the World Trade 

Organization (WTO). 

Obviously, the country has followed non-linear economic and political paths, with 

frequent regressions and diversions and a crisis in the real and financial economy that 

culminated in August 1998. This is also a consequence of the rapidity of changes in 

                                                 

53  The Gini Coefficient (Gini Index) is a measure of distribution of a nation's inequality. The Italian 
statistician Corrado Gini developed it in 1912. A Gini index of zero represents perfect equality and 100 
(1), perfect inequality 
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the life system of the Russian population and in their new economic and productive 

approaches based on privatization and freedom of work organization. After the 

decade-long decline period 1989-1999, Russia enjoyed a marked recovery, also 

thanks to the devaluation of the rouble with a consequent increase in foreign direct 

investment. In August 1998, the Russian government defaulted on its debt, despite 

massive support from the International Monetary Fund, the World Bank and western 

governments; within a few months, the rouble devalued dramatically. 

The economic recovery began in 1999-2000 through an acceleration of development 

and industrial reconstruction (De Souza, 2007). 

 The first decade of the 21st century was characterized by real GDP growth at a 

continuous rate of around 7% per year, with a decisive impact on the improvement of 

the living conditions of the Russian population and an increase in net export revenues 

that soared from 100 billion dollars in 2000 to 350 billion in 2007. In addition, 

Russian fiscal policy, through an increase in export balances, accumulated in terms of 

reserves just under $ 30 billion in 2000 and increased it to $ 516 billion in October 

2008. The new Russian economy also became a destination for foreign investors, 

which thanks to the more liberal policies put in place by Putin, it rose with an average 

rate of over 10% between 2000 and 2008, with consequent growth of Russian 

companies and the development of equity and land markets. Russia's foreign trade 

grew exponentially in the period 1999-2008 up to touch 525%, also increasing 

imports by 640%. However, exports are almost 50% higher than imports, 

guaranteeing the Russian economy a surplus in the state budget, and accumulating a 

reserve that has taken off, in about a decade, from $ 12.5 billion (1999) to $ 427.1 

billion (2008) (Cooper W. H., 2009). 
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Until 2008, Russia also benefited from the hydrocarbon annuity, which has become 

extremely profitable. Russia is the largest exporter of natural gas in the world and the 

largest oil producer outside the Middle East. In 2002, oil production briefly exceeded 

Saudi Arabia's production (Rivlin, 2005, p. 9-11). The new post-2014 program 

included a massive import substitution program and industrial structural change.54 

Soviet Russia was not a large manufacturing exporter; Soviet exports were 

concentrated on raw materials.  

Since 2017, the Russian economy, recovered from the recession and the turbulence of 

the banking sector in the period 2014-2016, has been benefiting from an increase in 

the proceeds from exports of oil and raw materials. The year 2018 showed modest 

economic growth, which seems to slow down in 2019 and 2020. However, the 

country's investment capacity remains uncertain and economic performance continues 

to depend on the price of oil and gas (Damen, 2019). 

                                                 

54 (Info Mercati Esteri, 2017) 
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FIGURE  3 - GLOBAL PRICE OF CRUDE OIL COMPARED TO THE AVERAGE EXPORT 

PRICE OF RUSSIA (US $) 

55 

The sale of arms represents one of the most competitive categories in the Russian 

industrial sector globally.56 Military spending instead underwent a substantial change 

compared to the years of the Cold War. Globally, the general trend is a drop from 

2.904% of world GDP in 1992 to 2.14% in 2018. In the Russian Federation alone, 

from 1992 to 1998, the percentage expenditure in terms of GDP suffered a sharp drop 

from 4.427% to 2.733%. However, with the Russian economic recovery, military 

spending also increased steadily until reaching a peak in 2016 of 5.452% of the GDP 

(World Bank Group, 2019). 

                                                 

55 Data from Bank of Russia “Crude Oil Export” 2020. 
56 (Rivlin, 2005) 
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Military spending, as a percentage of government spending, according to SIPRI has 

an availability of sources ranging from 1998 to 2019. In 1998, military expenditure 

marks 6.9% of government spending on military spending. The peak was reached in 

2016, with 14.8% to level off in the two-year period 2018-19 at 11.4% (SIPRI, 2020). 

From 2000 to 2019, military spending in Russia grew 175%, peaking at $ 88.4 billion 

in 2014. Russia proved to be one of the largest spenders in the defence sector, 

occupying the fourth position in 2019 (preceded by India, China and the United 

States).57 In addition, Russia occupies a prominent place among the major arms 

exporters globally, covering 25% of global arms exports in the period 2010-2015. In 

the period 2015-2019 it drops slightly to 21%, while maintaining the position among 

the largest arms exporters in the world, this could be justified by the losses of the 

Indian market in recent years. 

 

 

FIGURE  4 - PERCENTAGE OF GOVERNMENT SPENDING OF RUSSIAN MILITARY 

EXPENDITURE
58 

                                                 

57 (Wezeman, 2020) 
58 Produced with data from the SIPRI Milex Data 1949-2019. 
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The budget of the Russian Federation is also transferred to the management and 

modernization of the nuclear arsenal. Russian nuclear security policy is less 

transparent than other states with nuclear weapons. In general, the actual expenditure 

dedicated to the nuclear arsenal is classified, although no longer as at the time of the 

Soviet Union. Spending in the nuclear sector in 2016 amounted to 606 billion roubles, 

i.e. 13% of total military expenditure (4644.8 billion roubles).59 The modernization 

program of nuclear ammunition, as estimated by SIPRI, with the total expenditure, 

and directly associated with Rosatom, turns out to be approximately 4.5 billion US 

dollars in 2016, an increase of 3.1 billion dollars compared to 2010.60 

In the 2011-20 period, Russia took care of modernizing the intercontinental nuclear 

apparatus (ICBM) and updating the capabilities for the completion of its nuclear triad 

by modernizing the fleet and the aeronautics (especially the Tu-95 and the Tu-160). 

Russia intends to equip itself with technologically advanced equipment. Among the 

additional components, it should also be noted that, with a new state program for 

rearmament by 2027, Russian nuclear capabilities will be even more implemented 

thanks to the new weapon systems with which Russia is taking over. Among these 

new weapons should be mentioned the new intercontinental ballistic missile Sarmat 

RS-2861 and the new and entire class of nuclear submarines “Borey”62. Among the 

                                                 

59 (Cooper J. , The funding of nuclear weapons in the Russian Federation, 2018) 
60 (Cooper J. , How much does Russia spend on nuclear weapons?, 2018) 
61 Known with the NATO name ‘SS-X-30 Satan II’, it is a heavy intercontinental missile with MIRV 
capability, created to replace the SS-18 Satan. The peculiarity of this missile is the ability to carry 
multiple warheads (10 large warheads, 16 smaller and with countermeasures) capable of wiping out a 
state from the size of Texas. (Bunch, 2017). The program is currently being delayed for entry into 
service. The first series production is scheduled for 2021. (Missile Threat, Center for Strategic and 
International Studies, 2017) 
62 Each submarine is capable of carrying from 16 to 20 SS-N-32 "Bulava" intercontinental nuclear 
missiles. (Iacch, Difesa Online, 2015) 
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new projects of the new generation of Russian tactical ability the submarine drone 

"Poseidon" and the long range cruise missile "Peresvet". It is estimated that the 

personnel directly involved with the nuclear missile triad amount to between 80 and 

90 thousand. The development and production of nuclear ammunition is managed by 

"Rosatom" and controlled by a directorate for the control of nuclear weapons. 

Together with the Russian Ministry of Defence (MOD), the 12th main directorate 

(GUMO) is responsible for transport, maintenance and security. However, it must be 

remembered that the Russian federation has a complex system regarding the security 

policy of its atomic arsenal. In fact, within Russian territory there are "closed cities"63 

with a security regime and special privileges. The closed cities directly involved in the 

nuclear weapons complex count an aggregate population in 2016 of 746,013 people. 

Within these cities, most activities relating to nuclear weapons are administered.64 

  

                                                 

63 There are ten closed cities, known as closed administrative territorial formations. Arzamas-16, 
Chelyabinsk-70, Sverdlovsk-45, Zlatoust-36, Penza-17, Chelyabinsk-65, Tomsk-7, Krasnoyarsk-26, 
Sverdlovsk-44, Krasnoyarsk-45. 
64 (Cooper J. , The funding of nuclear weapons in the Russian Federation, 2018) 
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2.3 Russia In The International Scenario 

 

The role of the Russian Federation on the international scenario is extremely 

changeable. This instability is mainly due to the profound transformations that the 

country has had to face over its short history. After the dissolution of the Soviet 

Union, the Russian Federation hosts the multinational heritage accumulated over the 

long years of Soviet expansionism. Russian international policy is mainly based on 

security and defence, which have always been the main key points of the Russian 

government (Giusti, 2015). Since 2014, Russia has signed over 90 international 

agreements with 73 different nations and international organizations. The Kremlin 

classifies many of these agreements as military agreements or technical-military 

cooperation (Bugayova, et al., 2020). 

The political marginalization that characterized the end of the decade of the twentieth 

century made reopening with foreign countries and re-entering the international 

community even more complex. With Putin taking office as president of the Russian 

federation in 2000, the new administration's main direction was to steer foreign policy 

choices towards regaining the status of global power, lost at the time of the collapse of 

the Soviet Union. However, in general, the development of foreign policy is mainly 

concentrated in relations with neighbouring European and Asian countries. Despite 

Moscow's intent to pursue a policy on the Pacific to this day, it remains limited. This 

policy, especially relations with Asia and the development of the Russian Far East and 
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Siberia, would be a clear intent to counterbalance the power relationship with the 

"western world” (Calzini, 2014). 

The first step towards a return to the international scenario was the creation of a 

developed web of relations with the United States and especially with the nearby 

European Union. The new foreign policy, as stated by Minister of Foreign Affairs 

Sergey Lavrov, follows a "multivectoral line”,65 in line with the new foreign policy of 

Russia. This guideline is based on beneficial interests for both Russia and its partners. 

The “West” represents, despite the estrangement from Moscow in recent years, the 

main reference collaborate with which the Russian authorities are destined to deal 

internationally. For this reason, the Russian Federation is actively engaged in 

promoting forms of transnational cooperation, such as BRIC(ST)66 or the Shanghai 

Cooperation Organization (SCO).67 Furthermore, President Putin announced the plan 

for a new Eurasian Union (Evrazijskij Sojuz) in October 2011. On November 10 2000 

Putin stated in a speech: “Russia has always felt like a Eurasian country.”68 In this 

direction, collaborative organizations were created with the Asian continent. 

                                                 

65 (System Failure , 2015) 
66 Acronym for: Brazil, Russia, India, China, South Africa and Turkey. BRICST is a core of rapidly 
growing economic countries with significant international political influence. 
67 The SCO was born in June 2001 when Uzbekistan was added to the so-called Group of five (or 
Shanghai Five) and the Group decided to institutionalize. SCO was born with the intention of containing 
and balancing the US presence in the Central Asian area. The members are: China, Russia, 
Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan. The observers: Iran, India, Mongolia, Pakistan and, 
since June 2012, Afghanistan. Belarus, Sri Lanka and Turkey are dialogue partners. (Treccani Atlante 
Geopolitico, 2015) 
68 Translated. (Ferrari, 2014) 
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It should be taken into account that, even before Putin's presidency, during the 1970s, 

Russia (Soviet Union) had started extremely profitable arms trade relations with 

South Asia. The main buyers were: India, Pakistan and Afghanistan.69  

In the present days, the commercial interest of these countries, and in general of South 

Asia, is mainly addressed to the commercial energy sector. However, there has been a 

particular interest, starting from 2000, in nuclear cooperation relations with Myanmar 

and Bangladesh, which persists today. In 2011, a support contract was signed for the 

construction of a nuclear power plant in Rooppur (Bangladesh) through the largest 

Russian energy company, Rosatom. Nevertheless, since 2009, there has been geo-

strategic and regional stabilization cooperation, led by Russia and with the support of 

the SCO, which involves Afghanistan, Pakistan and Tajikistan (PART).70 Other 

agreements had taken place in 2002 with the Collective Security Treaty Organization 

(CSTO)71 and in 2011, the customs union with Belarus and Kazakhstan had been 

created. 

In addition, in 2014 Russia promoted and created an economic union for the states of 

Eastern Europe and Asia. The Eurasian Economic Union (EAEU), which was created 

with the aim of promoting the exchange of goods and capital, creating common 

policies in various sectors ranging from investments to infrastructure, to energy. The 

goal of the Russian Federation is to become the centre of interaction between Asia 

and Europe, or rather between East and West, ensuring economic and political 

                                                 

69 Russian interests in Pakistan and Afghanistan are also considered as "supporting bases" for the use 
of Islamic radical groups operating in Chechnya and Dagestan. (Zanitti, 2012) 
70 (Zanitti, 2012) 
71 Members included: Armenia, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan and Russia.  
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stability. Although, it can be said following Putin's claim in 2005, “the collapse of the 

Soviet Union was the greatest geopolitical catastrophe of the 20th century"72; the 

reconstruction of the “Russian empire" seems now lost, even if Putin's attempts have 

created and still create the conditions for an economic recovery that leads Russia 

towards the assertion of superpower.  

At the same time, the new Russia also evolved its intervention systems, and it could 

not be otherwise. A clear example is represented by the successes that Russia has 

reported with the implementation of diplomatic strategies in Syria and Ukraine. These 

interventions proved that Russia is able to combine "intransigence" and "flexibility", 

in consideration of the fact that the western attitude proved to be faltering. 

If during the years of the Soviet Cold War the recurring threat was the use of force, 

Moscow today has a much softer policy. Among the instruments most often used 

there were and there are the media and above all economic instruments, they can be 

direct investments, capital or energy resources, etc.  

Russia's military intervention is more a form of "extrema ratio" of resolution, such as 

the intervention in Georgia in 2008. In 2013, the political line followed by the 

government appeared more intent on creating an image of Russia as a great rising 

power. This was specified by the line pursued by the government, which had as its 

primary objective the achievement of independence of the conduct of its international 

action (Calzini, 2014). The geo-strategic position that Russia possesses, as a 

                                                 

72 (BBC News, 2005) 
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crossroads between West and East, benefits and reinforces the concept of the 

necessary presence of a strong Russia appropriate to the status of powerful nation.  

A more aggressive line, however, is represented by the annexation of Crimea in 

2014.73 

The conflict in Ukraine, with the consequent annexation of Crimea, transformed 

Russia's international perception.  

On September 30, 2015, following a meeting in New York between American 

President Barack Obama and President Putin, Russia intervened with tactical 

bombings in Syria targeting strategic targets belonging to Islamic State forces (ISIS). 

However, although the high number of attacks by Russian forces (32 high confidence 

strikes and 69 low confidence strikes) during the month of October, only four were 

directly confirmed as being brought against ISIS forces. Russia's intention was 

therefore to support the Bashar al-Assad regime. Despite the strategic importance of 

Syria, the clear Russian intent was to reaffirm itself as a power and guarantor of order 

in the international scenario (Tramballi, 2015). 

Russia remains concerned about a continuous contrast-confrontation with the USA. In 

fact, America is the only remaining superpower (neglecting the rise of China) and 

Russia still has the goal of achieving at least military parity. Relations with the US, 

between many vicissitudes, continue to be difficult due to mutual suspicions and 

recriminations. Complete economic interaction has never been achieved, which could 

                                                 

73 The preparation for a conventional war between Russia and Ukraine increases the chance that the 
situation could quickly escalate. The position of Crimea in the Black Sea is strategically essential for 
Russia. Russia in August 2016 began to move ground forces and the Black Sea fleet to intervene 
militarily in Crimea. In addition, Russia made use of cutting off Crimean links and internet access. 
(Holcomb & Weinberger, 2016) 
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be beneficial for both powers, especially since American criticism of Russian internal 

politics is accepted.  
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2.4 Trade Relations Between Russia And Europe 

 

Since 1989, the history of Russia has never been the same, but in the 

meantime, the history of European countries has also changed a lot. Since the regional 

system of relations between partners has left an empty space for a new formula of 

coexistence based on the ability to revitalize the Unionist process and to reorganize 

the Atlantic defensive model. Economic relations with Europe, already consolidated 

at the time of the Cold War, kept Russia afloat in the nineties, avoiding the growth in 

the country of feelings of revenge for the collapse of the Soviet Union inspired by the 

much feared "Weimar syndrome". This allowed the governments of the new Russia to 

look at NATO expansion relatively easily, and even favourably to that of the EU, and 

to tolerate, despite denouncing them, the violations of the rights of ethnic Russians 

who became citizens of the Baltic States. 

In recent years, Europe has experienced crucial events. The same eastward 

enlargement represents an opportunity to coagulate cultural structures and past 

political experiences from which Russia itself cannot be excluded. The enlargement of 

the European Union to the east has certainly reduced the political horizons of a 

projection of Russia towards the Balkans. This does not mean that Moscow is 

excluded from the possibility of participating in political affairs in a wider context as 

(on the contrary) Russia has the opportunity to also be the recipient of new 

opportunities for economic relations with the new states of the Balkan area. 
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A perspective of real cooperation that remains anchored to the possibility that the 

Cooperation Agreement with the European Union is based on a necessary and sincere 

spirit of reciprocity. Looking at the role of Moscow on the European continent, it is 

clear that the absorption of the countries of Central and Eastern Europe into the Union 

space is complex and difficult to accept because the history of Russia is also part of 

the history of Europe. 

However, what makes enlargement important, and in some ways worrying, in the 

assessment of Moscow, is that the progressive erosion of yesterday's leadership 

imposed by the Kremlin in Eastern European countries is also proposed today within 

the surviving autonomies of what remains of the Confederation of Independent States. 

A domino effect that goes beyond the borders and the will of the European Union, 

creating not a little embarrassment in the mutual relations between them and Russia. 

The states of the former Soviet Union have gradually reorganized within themselves 

thanks to a new conception of politics favoured, in the background, by perestroika 

itself. 

Russia has shown that it has not yet completely abandoned a leading role in both 

continental and Eurasian politics, so today it is going through a period of particular 

difficulty in giving value to relations between the West and Russia, a value that 

exceeds all reservations or nostalgic historical income of power. 

Relations between Russia and the European Union, is certainly the reality of the 

Caucasus region. The composition of the Caucasus problem will be indicative of how 

much space Russia is willing to leave to the Union in exercising its role of mediation 
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with the states of the former Soviet Union. The problem, therefore, is above all a 

problem of recognition of common horizons between different political identities.  

The European Union is a supranational aggregation of states, while Russia is a 

supranational state. Two political identities with different architectures that are bound 

to find mutual synergies, except to risk not being able to express their own capacity 

for political action in favour of a shared political and strategic balance. 

When it comes to relations with Europe, Europe should be considered both as a 

European Union and as a European continent. Furthermore, since the end of the Cold 

War, Europe has been made up largely of members of the Atlantic Treaty, an 

aggregation of nations opposed to the Warsaw Treaty and, therefore, to Russia. It 

should be considered that relations with Russia have significantly improved, so that 

Russia's presence as a NATO observer has been granted more than once (for example 

in Bosnia Herzegovina or in the Active Endeavour operation in the Mediterranean 

Sea). Despite this, a number of significant frictions persist between Moscow and 

NATO.  

Formally, the stabilization of Russia-NATO relations began in 1991 with the 

establishment of the North Atlantic Cooperation Council (NACC)74, to create 

multilateral cooperation between NATO members and former Warsaw Pact members. 

Since 1994, Russia has participated in the Partnership for Peace (PFP) to strengthen 

participation between Russian and NATO forces. In 1997 the partnership relationship 

improved, thanks to the establishment of the permanent joint council (PJC) following 

                                                 

74 (Treccani) 
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the "NATO-Russia Founding Act on Mutual Relations, Cooperation and Security.75 

However, the main coordination and liaison body between NATO and Russia has 

started since 2002 with the "NATO-Russia Council" (NRC). The roles played by the 

joint force of Russia and NATO included mainly the fight against terrorism, 

cooperation against the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, arms control and 

military cooperation, scientific cooperation, etc (NATO, 2019). 

The expansion and influence of NATO to the Eastern Europe, following the 

dissolution of the Soviet Union, the creation of military bases in Bulgaria and 

Romania and an anti-missile defence system in Poland and the Czech Republic, has 

rekindled tensions between the East and the West. The uncertainties and 

inconsistencies that exist with Europe and the United States fuel a more competitive 

rather than cooperative policy in the Russian government. Furthermore, pro-American 

politics is more inclined to welcome Ukraine and Georgia as NATO member 

countries, while France, Germany and Italy fear that direct involvement with 

countries in unresolved conflicts would aggravate relations with Russia. 

Russia perceived NATO's expansion to the east as an attempt to replace itself in 

control of a region that had long been under Russian influence and direct control. This 

perception seems to have become more valid when in 1999, without any UN mandate, 

NATO intervened in Yugoslavia, demonstrating to Russia an aggressive attitude 

beyond the limitations imposed by the various treaties and especially by those of the 

UN. Tensions are also exacerbated by the anti-missile defence project on Eastern 

                                                 

75 Although Russia eventually participated in the peacekeeping mission in Kosovo, the ‘PJC’ was 
suspended following the NATO bombing of Yugoslavia. 
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European territories. Russia interpreted the decision as a threat to its nuclear deterrent 

and an attempt to change the strategic balance in Europe for the US. The anti-missile 

shield is actually inadequate to face the huge Russian arsenal. However, the “shield 

project” has led to President Putin's declaration of improving the offensive missile 

system “until it is able to penetrate any existing shield.”  

Furthermore, repercussions on the economic front have not been lacking. In fact, 

following the Czech-American agreement to install the missile protection system, the 

Russian company Transneft decided to reduce the export volume of oil from 500 

thousand tons per month to 300 thousand. Moreover, in 2007, President Putin's 

response was also the suspension of the Conventional Forces in Europe Treaty. 

Cooperation with NATO was suspended in 2014, following the Russian intervention 

in Ukraine (however there are constant reproaches towards Russia and its unclear and 

often hostile behaviours)76, although the channels of military political communication 

apparently remained open.77 

The relationship with the European Union is more complex. The EU is the first 

trading partner of the Russian Federation, so "rivalry" with the West is often 

transformed into a relationship of mutual opportunity and competition. Although the 

EU has its own decision-making apparatus and can provide itself with legal 

instruments for the management of international relations with Russia, the latter 

prefers bilateral relations with individual states, especially with Germany, France and 

                                                 

76 Among the most significant events, according to what was published by NATO there are the Russian 
presence in Syria, the violations of international laws, the crises in Georgia and the Republic of 
Moldova, the use of nerve gas in the Salisbury attack and the last withdrawal and allegations of non-
compliance with the INF treaty. 
77 (NATO, 2019) 
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Italy (Alcaro & Briani, Le relazioni della Russia con la NATO e l'Unione Europea, 

2008). The external relations of the European Union are defined in Title V of the 

Treaty on European Union (TEU) and by articles 206-207 on commercial policy and 

articles 216-219 for international agreements with the EU of the treaty on the 

functioning of the European Union (TFEU). Furthermore, cooperation agreements 

and the possibility of privileged bilateral relations with states "close" to the European 

Union are envisaged. In the EU-Russia case, the partnership that was created mainly 

concerned economic and trade issues, energy resources (first category of imports from 

Russia into the EU), culture, security, nuclear proliferation and arms control, fight 

against terrorism, etc. (The European Parliament, 2006). 

Already in 1994, the European community and the new Russian Federation entered 

into agreements on cooperation and bilateral relations on a legal basis. Mutual 

cooperation relations were defined in four areas of common interest at the St. 

Petersburg Summit in 2003. In addition, since 2007 Russia, together with the EU, 

Norway and Iceland has established the new Northern Dimension policy for regional 

cooperation and cross-border cooperation in the Baltic regions (European 

Commission, 1998). 

With the outbreak of the Ukrainian crisis (2014), bilateral relations between Russia 

and the EU have become more complex. The tension was increased by the support 

given to President Assad in Syria, starting from 2015, followed by massive 

disinformation campaigns that further aggravated relations with the West. Several 

restrictive measures and sanctions were placed on Russia by the EU, which have been 

applied to varying degrees and forms since 2014 (they can be economic or political, 

such as exclusion from international summits). The restrictive measures were 
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intensified following the shooting down, with a Russian-owned surface-to-air missile, 

of Malaysia Airlines Boeing 777 in Ukraine.78 The restrictions can affect both legal 

entities and individuals and also investment and cooperation capacities that are among 

the penalties in force.79  

In 2014, after the annexation by Russia of Crimea, the European Union introduced a 

series of sanctions against Moscow. Russia replied by proposing other sanctions 

against the European Union, until it determined an escalation that gave the impression 

of start of a new "cold war" between Russia and the European Union. EU sanctions 

refer to the Minsk agreements, but Russia to date does not intend to respect them.80 

After March 2014, and following the European sanctions, Russian exports to EU 

countries have decreased significantly; during the first year of about 7% and 43% in 

the following year. The decrease in exports from Russia to the EU occurred mainly in 

reference to energetic resources (oil and natural gas mainly), while the rest of the 

exports remained stable. However, the sanctions brought an approach between Russia 

and China in relation to import-export and security matters. In fact, from 2014 to 

2017, there was an increase in exports (China-Russia) from 11% to 14% (Ambrosetti, 

Villa, & Rocchetti, 2019). 

The sanctions imposed by the EU include several restrictive measures at diplomatic 

and individual level and concerned both individuals (170) and entities (44), with asset 

                                                 

78 (Guerrera & Pini, 2014) 
79 Economic cooperation measures include the suspension of new financing operations in Russia by the 
European Investment Bank (EIB) and the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD) 
80 The Minsk Protocol was an agreement to end the conflict in Ukraine, signed on September 5, 2014. 
Immediate violations by Russia led to the Protocol of Minsk II. The new agreement is divided into 13 
points was stipulated the 11 February 2015 between Russia, Ukraine, France and Germany. (Bentzen, 
2016) 
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freezing and travel ban. Other sanctions concerned restrictions on relations with 

Crimea and Sevastopol, economic sanctions of various kinds and even restrictions on 

economic cooperation (European Council, 2020). 

Despite the sanctions that the EU imposes on Russia, the EU represents the first 

trading partner for Russia, while this represents the fourth partner for the EU. 

Economic interest seems to prevail on both sides, even if commercial and economic 

relationships often suffer interruptions due to various factors, such as specific 

embargo actions in relation to specific food products, or disputes with the WTO, 

which result in the exclusion of the EU in Russian public procurement (Damen, 

2019). 

One of the most relevant issues in the relationship between Russia and the European 

Union is energy cooperation. Russia is the largest gas producer and among the largest 

oil exporters in the World. European states have been the most important consumers 

of Russian gas for over 50 years. Energy dependence remains such also in the oil field 

where Russia remains dominant here too. However, the real point of domination 

remains natural gas, where Russia exports about 40% of the total imports necessary to 

Europe's energy needs to Europe (Eurostat, 2019). 

Following the Russian-Ukrainian crisis, from 2014, imports from Moscow gradually 

increased for the EU and went from 30% (2014), which represents the historical 

minimum of imports, to 41% in 2018, returning to values 20-year highs. 
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FIGURE  5 - EXTRA EU IMPORTS OF NATURAL GAS 

 

FIGURE  6 - EXTRA EU IMPORTS OF PETROLEUM OIL 

 

The economic-trade relationship between the EU and Russia is vital (the EU needs 

gas and Russia needs to improve its economic needs) and energy companies are 

directly linked to state profits. For example, Gazprom, which is a state monopoly, has 
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the exclusivity on the export of natural gas to Europe, while in reference to oil, the 

state-owned company Rosneft has an important role in the production of petroleum 

products, even if supported by other companies. There are also private companies, 

such as Lukoil, which exercises an export monopoly through Transneft, which is a 

state monopoly. 

Through energy supplies, the Russian government increases its influence on 

importing countries, especially European ones. It often occurs that the Baltic 

republics, and the countries of Eastern Europe, fearing the possible political use of 

Russia's exports of gas and oil, urge the EU to defend their energy interests. On the 

contrary, Western Europe intends to strengthen relations with Russia and often 

requires long-term bilateral agreements. The disputes that periodically emerge 

between Moscow and individual EU member states, in particular the Baltic States, 

contribute to complicating relations between Russia and the European Union (Alcaro 

& Briani, Le relazioni della Russia con la NATO e l'Unione Europea, 2008). 

If on the one hand the EU largely depends on natural gas from Russia, Russia, on the 

other hand, gains from the tax revenues from energy exports, almost 67% of the total 

export revenues (Kottasová, 2018). 
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2.5 Conclusions 

 

The political-economic effort made by Russia has been enormous in the past 

thirty years. The Russian governance system is completely reformed and far more 

functional than the Soviet model. Russia returns to be perceived as a great nation that, 

like China, manages to attract new investors and partners, greatly increasing 

international influence and social stability. 

However, the economic dependence on energy resources and often unclear policies 

and in contrast with international rules make Russia dangerously uncertain in 

international matters, unreliable and therefore often viewed with suspicion by the 

commercial partners themselves. The unexpected annexation of Crimea was 

considered an act of blatant violation of international rights. This event can be 

considered as the cornerstone of the uncertainties of the international community, 

which thinks that events involving Russia are not dictated by chance, but designed in 

a way meticulous to determine consensus, acquire privileges and amplify the 

perception of being a superpower. 

Russia's policies focus mainly, as in the former Soviet Union, on security and defence 

policy. The strategic relations that Moscow maintains with Asia and its propensity to 

rival the European West and the Middle East with support, such as in Syria, for anti-

Western factions to project its influence on a basis regional. This is precisely the goal 

that Russia tries to achieve; becoming a pole, a control hub between the European 
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continent constantly under attack under the threats of energy resources, and Asia and 

the Far East that they find in Russia a leader and partner for future collaborations. 
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Chapter 3 - Non-Compliance With The INF Treaty 

 

3.1 Introduction 

 

Defining violations of the INF treaty is far from simple. Both parties involved 

have mutually accused each other in recent years of supporting programs for creating 

new effective missile-launcher systems within the range of action that the INF treaty 

defines as prohibited. The events that are at the time of withdrawal from the treaty are 

extremely recent and new. Therefore, defining a plausible scenario is not yet possible, 

although speculation on the risks of withdrawal from the treaty was not lacking 

among specialized media. 

In fact, there is also to be considered that the matter is very complex due to the high 

level of sophistication of today's missile systems that makes it difficult, without 

careful inspections, to determine its destructive potential, the range of action and any 

other technical characteristics. 

Furthermore, it is necessary to take into consideration the possible role played by 

China, as a country bordering Russia, but above all as an emerging superpower in the 

international context. 
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3.2 Mutual Accusation Of Violation 

 

The last period of the Cold War marked the historical context towards a new 

era of arms control (especially weapons of mass destruction). The worldwide 

commitment was supported by the terror that the two highest superpowers, with their 

nuclear war power, could destroy the entire planet in a few moments. The Soviet 

Union, and then Russia as its heir, together with the United States, following long 

negotiations and collaborative efforts, bilaterally agreed several treaties to guarantee 

global security and prevent the advent of a possible cataclysmic act caused by an 

atomic war. The main agreements, together with the INF treaty, worth mentioning are 

the: SALT treaties, the START treaties, then replaced by the SORT treaties, and New 

Start. The INF treaty, as stated in Article XV, paragraph 1, should have been of 

unlimited duration. To date, all treaties have ceased to be in force, with the exception 

of the 'New Start', whose expiration date is initialled for February 5, 2021 with a 5-

year extension clause. 
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TABLE 2 - US- RUSSIAN NUCLEAR ARMS CONTROL AGREEMENTS 

81 
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81 Data collected from: Arms Control Associations, 2020 and Levi & O'Hanlon, 2005, p. 141-164. 
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2, 
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However, the INF treaty remains one of the most important treaties signed in terms of 

nuclear arms control, defined by Maynard W. Glitman82 as "the last battle of the cold 

war" (Glitman, 2006). The INF, of unlimited duration, entered into force on June 1, 

1988 and the two sides completed the destruction of the carriers expected by June 1, 

1991, eliminating 2692 missiles. On-site inspections continued for another ten years 

and then satellites monitored the treaty (Pascolini, 2011). 

Already in the first decade of 2000, the United States of America began to suspect 

that Russia had probably violated the INF treaty; however, there is no mention in the 

annual report on arms control. The President of the United States Barack Obama, who 

also informed NATO allies, among other things, made the first formal accusations of 

violations of the treaty. The new American approach with NATO's European allies 

therefore re-evaluate the European anti-missile defence system by replacing the 

                                                 

82 Maynard W. Glitman was a diplomat who led the American negotiation for the INF treaty. 
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Ground-Based Midcourse Defense System (GMD)83 with the new Aegis-based 

European Phased Adaptive Approach (EPAA)84. 

The construction of the new defence system created the conditions for a new Russian 

concern. The threat created by the Aegis Ashore system installed in Poland and 

Romania was the capability of shooting down cruise missiles (intermediate-range) and 

air-to-air missiles. Additionally, the Aegis system (also used by the United States 

Navy) may be able to be equipped with Tomahawk cruise missiles. Such a defence 

apparatus would result in a real threat to Russia. The American response was easily 

contestable. Officially, this system would serve to prevent an attack by 

intercontinental ballistic missiles towards Europe (from Iran for example), however 

the range of action of the EPAA system is too short and the interceptors too slow to 

counter an attack with a long-range missile (Postol, 2019). 

On July 28 2014, through a letter, the American President Barack Obama made 

known to Russian President Putin the failure to comply with the agreements 

envisaged by the INF Treaty. In that letter, the American president affirmed the 

American obedience to the clauses of the treaty. However, the ‘soft line’ pursued by 

the United States and the accusations rejected by Russia undermined the relations of 

                                                 

83 The Ground-based Midcourse Defense (GMD) system is the United States' only operationally 
deployed missile defence program capable of defending the entire U.S. homeland (including Alaska and 
Hawaii) against long-range ballistic missile attacks (ICBMs). GMD is not capable of shorter range, 
regional defence missions. The GMD project was initiated by the Clinton administration with the National 
Missile Defense Program (NMD). The GMD System also remained operational in Europe until the new 
Aegis missile defence system entered service. (Boeing, 2020) 
84 The EPAA defence system is an overcoming model of the GMD for NATO forces in Europe and is 
developed in 4 stages: development of a new radar station  in Turkey with the command centre in 
Germany (Ramstein Air Base) with deployed Ballistic missile defence (BMD) capable Aegis ship (U.S. 
Navy); Aegis Ashore system in Romania fully operational; During the Warsaw Summit the defence 
system is declared operational; phase 3 has been postponed with the construction of the Aegis Ashore 
system in Poland; phase 4 has been cancelled. (Reif, 2019) 
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trust between the two countries regarding international arms agreements. On the one 

hand, America continued to claim constant Russian violations of the treaty, on the 

other, Russia also began to speculate on violations by the United States itself. 

In 2014, for the first time, and officially, the Obama administration supported the 

"possibility" of violations of the Treaty by the Russian side. This accusation could 

represent a possible method of pressure on Moscow, so that it could respect the 

commitments defined by the treaty, while avoiding public accusations. This would 

have led to a situation of continuous denials by Moscow, thus forcing Russia to 

comply with the agreements, so as not to suffer high political costs at international 

level.85 

The first non-formal accusation of violation is publicly "confirmed" by the President 

of the United States of America Donald Trump on 20 October 2018. The carrier 

indicated as responsible was the Russian missile 9M729 "Novator"86. However, 

Russia claimed that the missile could not reach 500 km and therefore was in line with 

the articles of the INF treaty. The new missile was a sophisticated and more powerful 

replacement for its predecessor the R-500 (SSC-7). American suspects were raised by 

the extra 53 cm in length of the missile. In addition, the new GLCM, similar to the 

system of the better known 9K720 'Iskander', has a relatively short-time launch 

capacity (between 4 and 16 minutes) and guarantees the cruise missile an exceptional 

                                                 

85 (Alcaro, Disarmo: Inf, Cina e Russia non c’entrano con uscita Usa, 2019) 
86 The SSC-8 ‘Screwdriver’ (NATO nomenclature) is a Russian ground-launched cruise missile (GLCM), 
with an estimated range of 2500 km. It is labelled as ‘missile of concern’ by the United States because it 
violates the INF treaty. (Missile Defense Project, 2018) 
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operational capacity thanks to the improved guidance system and to an accuracy in 

the order of a few meters of error. 

However, the Russian Ministry of Defence claimed that the larger dimensions served 

to host the new technological components for the guidance and aiming system. 

Moreover, the increase in weight of the new missile would not guarantee a higher 

range than 480 km, making it fall within the parameters of the treaty and it is far 

below American estimates (Putzolu, 2019). 

Continuous accusations were also made by the Russian side against America for 

violations of the agreements defined in the INF Treaty. According to an analysis 

conducted by professor Theodore A. Postol, the EPAA system was not the only object 

of the Russian accusation. The Kremlin, in fact, claimed that the United States 

violated the INF Treaty through the development of 'target missiles' and unmanned 

aerial vehicles (armed drones).87 In addition, as claimed by Russian Defence Minister 

Sergey Sojgu and Russian Federation Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov (addressed to 

the United Nations General Assembly), the United States would have started 

producing missiles banned by the treaty at least two years before official 

withdrawal.88 The Minister said that in two years (2017-2019) the space occupied by 

the missile production plant (Raytheon plants) was expanded by 44% with an overall 

increase in staff of about 2000 people. In addition, the budget provided by the US 

                                                 

87 The controversy arises from Article II, paragraph 2 of the INF Treaty: “The term "cruise missile" 
means an unmanned, self-propelled vehicle that sustains flight through the use of aerodynamic lift over 
most of its flight path. . . (GLCM means a ground-launched cruise missile) that is a weapon-delivery 
vehicle” 
88 “Two years before making public unfounded accusation against Russia of alleged INF treaty 
violations, Washington not only took a decision, but also started preparations to production of missiles of 
intermediate and shorter range banned by the Treaty” (TASS, 2019) 
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Congress is also attacked, due to a first tranche of $ 58 million for the development of 

medium-range GLCM and therefore in violation of the treaty. Moreover, the creation 

of the MK-41, a vertical launch system (VLS) in Europe which is capable of 

launching the BMG-109 missiles, as well as being able to launch the standard and 

target missiles Hera, was contested (Korzun, 2017). 

Finally, to defend the position of Russia from the proven demonstrations of violations 

were the tests that took place with the use of (probably) 9M729; the same treaty does 

not prohibit missile launch tests for naval use (SLCM).89 

 

3.3 The Official Withdrawal Of The Treaty 

 

The conditions for withdrawal from the treaty are defined in article XV, 

paragraph 2, of the INF treaty. It defines the possibility of withdrawal as an 

expression of national sovereignty if the treaty constitutes a threat to it.90 

                                                 

89 INF treaty; Article VII, paragraph 11: “A cruise missile which is not a missile to be used in a ground-
based mode shall not be considered to be a GLCM if it is test-launched at a test site from a fixed land-
based launcher which is used solely for test purposes and which is distinguishable from GLCM 
launchers.” 
90   Article XV, paragraph 2: “Each Party shall, in exercising its national sovereignty, have the right to 
withdraw from this Treaty if it decides that extraordinary events related to the subject matter of this 
Treaty have jeopardized its supreme interests. It shall give notice of its decision to withdraw to the other 
Party six months prior to withdrawal from this Treaty. Such notice shall include a statement of the 
extraordinary events the notifying Party regards as having jeopardized its supreme interests. 
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On December 4 2018, the Secretary of State of the United States, Mike Pompeo, 

clarified the position of the American government regarding the INF treaty. Secretary 

Pompeo said: 

Russia has jeopardized the United States’ security interests, and we can no longer be 

restricted by the treaty while Russia shamelessly violates it. The United States gave 

Russia 60 days to address its position and align with the treaty prior to the official 

notification of withdrawal by the American government (Chin, 2019). 

In 2019 following the constant warnings from the United States of America, the 

Russian Federation continued to be in violation of Articles I, IV and VI91 of the 

Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty. On February 2, 2019, the United States 

began the official procedure for withdrawal from the treaty, with a six-month 

extension clause in the event that Russia had again complied with the rules agreed in 

the Treaty. 

 The Treaty, since it is bilateral, at the expiry of the six months that have elapsed since 

the official declaration of withdrawal can be defined as expired. Therefore, since 

August 2 2019, the “Treaty Between the United States of America and the Union of 

Soviet Socialist Republics on the Elimination of Their Intermediate-Range and 

Shorter-Range Missiles” no longer exists. 

With immediate effect, the United States affirmed that after the continuous violations 

and the non-destruction of the SSC-8 (or 9M729 ground-launched, intermediate-range 

                                                 

91 In summary: Article I: respect for the MOU and the protocol in ensuring the elimination and removal of 
this category of weapon. Article IV: elimination and deployment of missiles in the intermediate range 
category. Article VI: Ban on the production and testing of missiles or any stages of such missiles or any 
launchers of such missiles. 
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cruise missile) by the Russian Federation, the INF treaty does not make sense to exist 

(Pompeo, 2019). US Secretary of State Mike Pompeo said that Russia's actions 

jeopardize US security policy which is limited because of the treaty, while Russia 

with its violations has a strategic advantage at the expense of the party (the USA) that 

respects the treaty alone (Borger, 2019). 

On July 3, 2019, (one month before the official US withdrawal) Russian President 

Vladimir Putin ratified the suspension of Russia's participation in the INF Treaty. The 

Kremlin also reported that Russia's intentions were directed towards a comprehensive 

discussion on international security issues with the United States, which due to the 

unilateral decision to withdraw from the treaty created the conditions for “greater 

complications for global affairs and carries serious risks for all.” 

This new situation, according to Russia, could be the cause of an increase in the 

probability of large-scale conflicts, including also the tactical use of atomic weapons, 

because if the United States develops weapons of categories prohibited by the INF 

treaty, Russia will also be forced to start its own rearm program (Putin V. , 2019). 

 The Russian manoeuvre is mirror of American actions. In addition, Russia has 

proposed to introduce a moratorium against the United States. However, this 

moratorium was immediately rejected, and NATO affirmed it as not credible and not 

feasible, considering Russia’s behaviour. 

Finally, the Russian government claimed that the US tested a new intermediate-range 

missile too soon (immediately after the withdrawal of the Treaty), exactly on August 
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18 201992. The missile in question is a variant of a Tomahawk missile that hit a target 

more than 500 km away (within the range of the previous INF Treaty), and it 

compatible with the MK-41 / Aegis combat systems deployed in Eastern Europe. The 

United States released high-resolution videos and photos of the missile test as a clear 

example of "information warfare”.  

However, this act also confirmed Russia's previous accusations of American 

violation.93 

  

                                                 

92 (Sputnik, 2019) (Iacch, Il lancio del "nuovo" missile Usa concepito per provocare la Russia, 2019) 
93 (Iacch, Il lancio del "nuovo" missile Usa concepito per provocare la Russia, 2019) 
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3.4 Strategic Reasons: China And Medium-Range Missiles 

 

China's growth radically unsettles the balance of power (Stoltenberg, 2020). 

China has become, in a very short time, an impressive power (economically, 

demographically and militarily), defined as doomed to quickly overcome the United 

States in the race for economic and power expansion. The military rise of China 

began with the end of the Korean War (1950-53). During the conflict, USSR-China 

relations began to split and China, as a precautionary measure and possible defence, 

began the searching for and the construction of the atomic bomb. The American 

nuclear threat was also directed towards the Soviet ‘ally’ and this guaranteed China 

enough time to develop its own atomic bomb research and development program. On 

October 16 1964 at 3 pm in Beijing, the first Chinese atomic bomb exploded in 

Baotou (Rampini, 2004). The achievement of this test was possible thanks to the 

Soviet support of the 1950s, which saw China and the Soviet Union united by the 

expansion of communism as the only triumphant model for modern society. However, 

the nuclear test also marked the end of relations with the Soviet Union. If, on the one 

hand, the Stalinist Soviet Union supported Communist China for the fight against 

capitalism, the new Soviet administration with attempts to reopen with the capitalist 

World began to fracture relations with the Chinese Communist Party. 

Over the years, China has dramatically increased its technological capabilities, 

especially in the military. The gradual but constant modernization of the arsenal is 
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mainly founded on the ground-based strategic component, although there is no lack of 

features for the complete construction of a nuclear triad.94 China, according to the 

reports, is moving forward to overtake France regarding the consistency of its nuclear 

arsenal (Spinazze, 2019). Although the total number of Chinese nuclear weapons is 

not publicly available and confirmed, it is estimated that around 180/190 carriers are 

operational and can carry 220 MIRV warheads and roughly 90% of missiles would 

violate the INF Treaty (Nuclear Threat Initiative, 2015). Chinese nuclear doctrine is 

based on the concept of 'no-first use', arguing that: “unequivocal commitment that 

under no circumstances will it use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against non-

nuclear-weapon states or nuclear-weapon-free zones.” (The Information Office of the 

State Council, China's cabinet, 2013). 

In recent years, China has deployed three mobile missile systems: the DF-21; DF-26; 

the DF-31AG.95 However, a large part of the Chinese strategic nuclear arsenal is 

developed on intermediate-range missiles, mainly for the ease and speed of use in 

naval warfare (conventional and nuclear), making China the country with the most 

active and diverse missile program in the world, as well as with the most numerous 

with over 2000 ballistic and cruise missiles (Kuczynski, 2019, p. 7). 

                                                 

94 Marine component is represented by the Jin nuclear submarine class (Type 094). The aerial 
component is represented by the strategic bomber H-6 (Chinese version of the Tupolev Tu-16) and by 
2025 it will be replaced by a new bomber with stealth characteristics. 
95 DF-21 (Dong Feng - 21) is a medium range (500 - 2150 km) missile launched from the ground in 
service since 1991. The DF-21D variant is defined as a "carrier-killer.  
DF-26 (Dong Feng - 26) is a longer range version of the DF-21, transported and launched by 
Transporter Erector Launchers (TELs) has a range between 3000 and 4000 km and is capable of hitting 
American bases in the Pacific including Guam (nicknamed for this reason "Guam Killer". 
DF-31 (Dong Feng - 31) is an intercontinental ballistic missile with a range, between 8000-12000 km. 
(Missile Defense Project, 2018) 
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Moreover, also for these reasons the United States, after withdrawing from the INF 

treaty, were developing fast ballistic missiles that can travel at speeds several times 

higher than that of sound. These missiles can be launched by ships and submarines 

and, with the speed of 5,000 / 6,000 kilometres per hour, they would be able to 

prevent the enemy from implementing the necessary countermeasures and even not to 

be intercepted because of a brand new and more advanced generation. The United 

States believe that this is of fundamental strategic importance in light of the fact that 

China and more so Russia, are already experimenting with intercontinental missiles 

capable of carrying nuclear warheads and reaching the goal in just over an hour 

without therefore needing approach the launch distance by using submarines or ships. 

(Barlocchetti, 2020) 

China's role is certainly important to understand the dynamics that led to the US 

withdrawal of the INF treaty. As already mentioned, much of the Chinese nuclear 

arsenal is based on intermediate-range ground launched missiles. The INF Treaty 

started as a bilateral treaty and did not provide China as a contracting party among the 

contractors. This has meant that China over the years has equipped itself with more 

intermediate-range missiles with increasingly advanced technological capabilities, 

causing a strategic disadvantage for both Russia and the United States. The INF treaty 

also guaranteed China’s security from the threat of any intermediate range missiles 

deployed by the Russian or American side. However, while the US-China distance is 

greater than 5500 km making the United States protected by intermediate-range 

missiles, the issue for American bases and fleets in the Pacific is different. Although 

the United States may increase the political pressure on China through the deployment 

of intermediate-range missiles on military bases in the Pacific this strategic line could 
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have extremely negative consequences by posing a direct threat to the interests and 

security of the People's Republic of China. The Chinese reaction was clear and 

defined by Fu Cong, director general of the arms control at China's foreign ministry, 

who warned the US to take countermeasures if missiles were installed in the Pacific 

and warned its neighbouring states not to allow the installation of US medium-range 

missiles in their territory (Kuczynski, 2019, pp. 12-14). 

The withdrawal from the INF treaty has political and strategic reasons that must be 

considered, and the role of China is part of these considerations. It is not demonstrable 

whether the Chinese intermediate-range missile program actually influenced (and 

justified) Russia's decisions on the possible production of intermediate-range missiles 

to be placed on the border with China. Although it is also true that the threat of high-

precision Chinese IRBMs placed on the Russian border prompted the Kremlin in 2007 

to reconsider its position in the arms control treaties. 

However, it must be recognized that the unilateral withdrawal of the United States 

brings a series of negative consequences to the two major nuclear powers; and China 

will certainly be attentive to the evolution of the situation, from which it could still 

benefit from the military, but also economically and politically (Shuang, 2019). 

 More plausible is that the rapid Chinese growth has impacted on the American 

political strategy, to lead to a withdrawal from the INF Treaty with the aim of 

including China among the contracting parties to the treaty. However, the American 

policy of increasing pressure on Beijing, through the deployment of intermediate-

range weapons is unlikely (both for strategic and geographical issues). 
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3.5 Conclusion 

 

Interestingly, both parties claimed that they were not responsible for the 

deliberate termination of the treaty. The Kremlin as well as the US State Department 

have put forward various reasons to demonstrate that they were not responsible for the 

dissolution of the treaty, but that they could not continue its validity due to evident 

and frequent violations of the agreements. President Putin himself said that for years 

in the international geopolitical context, international partners, which therefore tend to 

create pretexts that undermine the international security system, have not supported 

Russia’s initiatives (Sputnik , 2019). 

From a more strategic perspective, political scientist Nikolai Platoshk explained that 

the United States would benefit from the death of the INF Treaty, because Russia 

would not be able to respond adequately to a missile attack against Moscow from 

Romania or Poland. In other words, if NATO (or the United States) were to attack 

Moscow, Russia would not have enough time to fight them back (Lulko, 2019). 

However, the INF Treaty marked a decisive moment in nuclear arms control. 

However, it remains an obsolete treaty, bound to the period of the Cold War and too 

limited, considering the number of states that have the capability to produce 

intermediate-range nuclear missiles. Once again, under the threat of a scenario already 

experienced, Europe finds itself having to live with the risks of a nuclear escalation 

caused by the deployment of new intermediate-range cruise missiles. Among other 
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things, there is the possibility (despite Russian, US and Chinese assurances) of a new 

arms race. One example is the "information warfare" between Russia and the United 

States, which presented the KH-47M2 “Kinzhal”96 missile and the new MK-41 launch 

system respectively. When in 1987 American President Reagan and the Soviet leader 

Gorbachev signed the INF Treaty, the Cold War ended. 2,692 missiles were destroyed 

and constant inspections were carried out between the two superpowers and it seemed 

that the world was heading towards a period of peaceful international relations and 

mutual collaboration, leaving the fear of atomic war in the past. Americans and 

Soviets behaved wisely and the danger vanished, but today, with the end of the INF 

Treaty, there is a risk again of the race to rearm and the installation of medium-range 

missiles in Europe. Of course, the 60,000 nuclear warheads of the late 1980s are no 

longer there, but the 14,000 that are supposedly ready for use are no less lethal. 

Today's disproportionate protagonism of various international actors who have joined 

Russia and the United States in the ranks of nations holding nuclear weapons 

contributes to aggravating the situation. 

 The reasons for the disagreements that provoked the dissolution of the Treaty do not 

lie either in the strategies used by both the contenders and, in part, not even in the 

geopolitical scenario that had been recomposed after the end of the Cold War, but in 

an ideological assumption based on a principle of national sovereignty. Donald Trump 

                                                 

96 The KH-47M2 Kinzhal nuclear missile is an air-launched ballistic missile that can be installed on MiG-
31 fighters. It was presented by Putin in 2018 as a highly manoeuvrable hypersonic missile (maximum 
speed 12.350 km/h) capable of performing tight manoeuvres and resulting invisible to radar systems. 
The peculiarity of this missile is its anti-ship capability (carrier killer). (Missile Defense Project, 2018) 
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certainly represents a clear caricatured vision of this sovereignty, even if addressed by 

the national security adviser, John Bolton.97 

In Trump's strategy of acquiring greatness (based on the motto "America first") the 

INF treaty represented a clear obstacle to the achievement of the United States for 

total domination in the military (and not only) global sphere98. This is what Deputy 

Foreign Minister of Russian Federation Sergei Ryabkov must have been convinced of, 

by saying: “I can say that apparently the INF Treaty creates problems for pursuing the 

line towards the US total domination in military sphere." (Ryabkov S. , 2018)99 

Nowadays, although without the INF treaty there is less security, we must also 

consider that the treaty in 2020 is obsolete. The INF treaty has been called "a 

straitjacket" for the Russians, but it has also become the same for the Americans, who 

are increasingly concerned about Chinese military progress (Giovannangeli, 2019). 

Global efforts must therefore converge towards a treaty that could incorporate states 

with nuclear military capabilities (especially China, India, Pakistan and North Korea). 

Finally, it must be taken into account that the INF treaty ceased to exist since August 

2019 thus making the problem still ongoing and little known. 

  

                                                 

97 (Alcaro, Disarmo: Inf, Cina e Russia non c’entrano con uscita Usa, 2019) 
98 (ANSA, 2018) 
99 (TASS, 2018) 



 

103 

 

 

Conclusions 

 

In summary, this research was developed to find answers to the research 

question “how has Russia (and the USSR prior to the 1991) navigated its membership 

in and termination of the INF treaty?”. 

In order to answer this question, the analysis was developed starting from the demise 

of the Treaty in 2019 as the main case study. To achieve this goal, the entire 

historical, economic and political path was analysed. To better understand the 

dynamics of this research, which see Russia as the protagonist of this analysis, a 

historical period covering about 40 years, was inspected. This long period taken into 

consideration is due to the fact that the reasons for acceptance, permanence and 

withdrawal concerning the INF Treaty, can be traced in the long historical path in 

which Russia has changed its behaviour, both within its borders and on an 

international scale. 

The main conditions that led Russia to accept the American "zero-zero" offer, 

contained in the INF Treaty, could be identified especially in the euro-missile crisis 

with the consequent possibility of a nuclear escalation, which would have put in crisis 

the already fragile Russian (Soviet) economy. It is true that at the military level, 

Russia exceeded America, and therefore NATO. However, despite massive military 

power, capable of crushing NATO in a few actions, the slow Soviet economic decline 

was mainly responsible for the collapse of the Soviet superpower.  
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The Soviet Army had to be constantly supplied and subsidised to ensure its efficiency 

and to ensure order from the riots that usually affected the different states of the 

Soviet Union. The final period of the Cold War brought a series of new technological, 

economic, political and social changes that impacted decisively on the tensions of the 

two opposing blocs. 

Although the Soviet Union has often proven itself collaborative in terms of arms 

control, there is no shortage of violation appeals by other states (first of all the United 

States). The INF Treaty represented a prodigious achievement for humanity and for 

the conclusion of the Cold War, but it could not be considered a conclusion desired 

for the Soviet Union. It must be remembered that the Soviet Union had an overall 

ratio of forces of (at least) 1.6 to one against NATO (conventional forces). 

Furthermore, the superior number of nuclear weapons, ready to be deployed, 

confirmed the Soviet advantage. Among these weapons, noteworthy were the GLCM 

intermediate-range missiles, which the Soviet Union had exponentially compared to 

the NATO opposites. This weapon category posed a direct threat to European NATO 

allies who could rely on overseas American nuclear forces or France and the United 

Kingdom and their small tactical nuclear capabilities. In addition, the deployment of 

medium-range nuclear missiles critically increased political pressure on other nations 

trapped in the range of those weapons. The INF treaty, despite the innovation made in 

arms control, was not constantly expanded and updated, causing a premature 

conclusion to an unlimited Treaty. 

In contemporary times, although the role of Russia on the global scene is incessantly 

growing, rather than being a superpower, it maintains the legacy and fame of the 

former Soviet Union. There are new players in the 21st Century in the international 
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scenario. In particular, the European Union, nowadays an economic and social giant, 

and the People's Republic of China. China's role is essential in the dynamics of the 

INF Treaty, as already stated, a large part of the Chinese missile arsenal relies on 

intermediate-range missiles. If today Russia constitutes a constant threat both to its 

neighbours and to the global order, at least as a deterrence, China, which is showing 

steady and accelerated growth, could also outperform the American presence in Asia. 

In addition, China currently represents the world’s largest geo-economic competitor. 

Although both Russia and China are perceived as states that can alter the global status 

quo, Russia has been defined by RAND Corporation's online document (number PE-

310-A) as "a well-armed rogue state that seeks to subvert an international order it can 

never hope to dominate.” (Dobbins, Shatz, & Wyne, 2018). 

Although unconfirmed, the American accusations of Russian violation of the Treaty 

could (in part) be justified by the strategic task of owning intermediate-range missiles 

to counterbalance Chinese political pressure on the border. However, this proves not 

justifiable since Article XV paragraph 2 claims that each Party, in the exercise of its 

national sovereignty, has the right to withdraw from the Treaty if it decides that 

extraordinary events relating to the object of the Treaty have endangered its supreme 

interests. 

In this case, it must be considered that atomic weapons have a strategic political value 

rather than a usable tactical value. In the sense that, the use of an atomic weapon is a 

means of absolute power that could cause an atomic retaliation that would lead to no 

winner. In fact, the word deterrent, from the Latin 'deterrens', means that the atomic 

weapon is primarily a psychological means capable of 'diverting' and politically 

deterring an enemy without needing to be used. 
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Regarding the Russian withdrawal, however, it is interesting to consider two aspects: 

if Russia has violated the Treaty; if Russia has not violated the treaty. Both situations 

are plausible. 

If Russia had violated the treaty, after the denials, it could have denied with a missile 

test or suffering the accusations of such suspicions by NATO and the US. With the 

Trump administration and the new American nationalist guideline, the Treaty ceased 

to exist on the American side that blamed Russia for not respecting international 

agreements. In practice, this is what happened according to western sources. 

If Russia had not violated the treaty, but there were such suspicions, then Putin's 

accusation can be confirmed. According to that, the only one responsible for the 

withdrawal remains the American government. Although the reality of facts is marked 

by a possible violation on both sides, fierce media pressure on possible violations by 

Russia places emphasis on the collapse of the Treaty due to the violations of Russia. It 

is also true that today it is proven that Russia is unpredictable and, although 

collaborative in the international scenario, little inclined to compliance with 

international rules, above all if such rules invade the Russian national sphere.  

Moreover, it must be considered that in addition to the INF Treaty, the United States 

has also communicated its intention to withdraw from the Open Skies Treaty100, 

foreshadowing a possible desire to no longer submit to the New Start treaty. 

                                                 

100 The news dates back to May 2020. The US has accused Russia of not respecting the treaty, in 
addition the American intention is to open three-way negotiations (Russia-China-USA). The American 
declaration also split the European NATO allies (Belgium, Finland, France, Germany, Italy, Luxembourg, 
the Netherlands, the Czech Republic, Spain, and Sweden) who said they wanted to respect the treaty 
with Russia. The treaty guarantees unarmed aerial territorial observation to ensure military 
transparency. Inspections must be communicated with at least 72 hours' notice. 
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The Trump doctrine is outlined on the realistic values of global security and therefore, 

it has its roots in the concept of deterrence towards the use of nuclear weapons, thus 

providing for expansion and modernization from the American nuclear arsenal, also 

with the construction of new devices with lower potential but more effective. This 

new doctrine is also responsible for the demonstration of force by the Russian arsenal, 

which in response has shown off (following a “modern version” of the Soviet military 

doctrine) the new nuclear war projects capable of outclassing any other existing 

weapon (2018). Specifically, reference were made to: an "invulnerable" missile still 

unnamed (more propagandistic); the 9M730 “Burevestnik” nuclear powered missile 

(SSC-X-9 "Skyfall") with a virtually unlimited range of action; the ICBM (MIRV) 

RS-28 Sarmat, and the most fearful of all, the Unmanned Underwater Vehicle (UUV) 

Status-6 “Poseidon”.101 The statement by President Putin in the speech to the 

chambers of 2018 after the deployment of the anti-missile system in Europe 

responded in this way: “Russia was and remains a great nuclear power. However, 

nobody wants to talk to us constructively. Nobody listened to us. You will listen to us 

now.” (Putin, 2018) 

Relations with Russia are fragile and unpredictable. Furthermore, it should be borne 

in mind that Russian military power, although no longer at the levels of the former 

Soviet Union, remains a real threat to NATO members and especially to the Baltic 

States. In particular, the "war games" used by RAND Corporation to examine possible 

war scenarios between NATO and Russian forces have shown ambiguous results that 

                                                 

101 Status-6 is fast and stealth submarine drone (the estimated speed is between 105 and 190 km / h) 
with nuclear propulsion and hypothetically armed with a cobalt-60 thermonuclear warhead, with a power 
that can reach up to 100 megaton (twice the Tsar bomb). 
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lead to an overwhelming Russian military victory over Estonia, Lithuania and Latvia 

and a total NATO unpreparedness to react to a possible attack. A conventional attack 

by the Russian armed forces would prove catastrophic within 60 hours for NATO 

allies. This prospect, when compared to the invasion of Crimea, would be reflected in 

a rapid annexation of the Baltic States, leaving NATO with few options available, 

which would fall on a massive counterattack supported by the United States' war 

potential. However, the response by American heavy brigades (necessary to 

counterattack the Russian military threat) would not arrive in time to defend the Baltic 

countries (Shlapak & Johnson, 2016). 

Modern Russia with its security and defence policies continues to invest and 

constantly upgrade its military departments, ensuring efficient military equipment 

with a balanced supply of power and technology. Currently, it can be considered that 

the US withdrawal from the INF Treaty falls within a broader spectrum covering 

different fields of the international geopolitical sphere. However, it is not yet possible 

to decree the results and consequences of this withdrawal, as this situation is still too 

recent and little analysed. 

Certainly, the end of the Treaty is not without worries and the possibility of a jump in 

the past with the consequent of a new arms race and a new Cold War era, although 

this condition would be unfavourable and unlikely due to the unsustainable costs to be 

incurred. 

In conclusion, the ultimate goal of this research was to focus attention on the 

conditions of signature and withdrawal from the treaty by the Russian side, 

highlighting how the prestige and the essence of power of the Russian Federation are 
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vitally important in the decisions taken regarding the INF Treaty. Furthermore, what 

appears to be emerging is a continuation of the Cold War, a conflict that should have 

ended in 1991, characterized (nowadays) not by a massive arms race but by a context 

of mutual distrust and challenge between powers. Moreover, the second chapter 

outlines the behaviour of Russia in the international scenario, and therefore provides 

an idea of the geopolitical context to which modern Russia is subject. 

This investigation is focused on the data needed to provide an answer on the main 

reasons that could have led Russia to take certain actions regarding the Treaty. In 

addition, this research also stems from the assumption that the possibility of violations 

on both sides are plausible and above all this work falls within a realistic perspective 

of international relations theory. Nuclear policies fall on the security and defence of a 

state interest, therefore the sources are complex to find, or even marked confidential, 

and therefore not reportable. It is in this light that the hypothesis to be taken into 

consideration by citing Morgenthau is that when it comes to deal on foreign (nuclear) 

policy matters, lying is inevitable (Lu, 2006). The realist theory itself can answer the 

question of this research effectively and it can be deduced that in the field of nuclear 

weapons the principles issued by Kenneth Waltz in “The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: 

More May Better” (1981) apply. 

Modern Russia is no longer bound to a rigid planned-economy to follow and 

nowadays is more present on the international scenario. Although Russia cannot bear 

the status of superpower (due to limited economic capacity), it still remains a great 

and fearsome world power. Politically it remains one of the most influential powers at 

an international level, especially in Europe and the Middle East. It should also be 
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remembered that Russia holds a permanent membership on the UN Security Council 

and therefore has the power of veto in important resolutions expressed by the council.  

With the conclusion of the INF treaty, Russia can redeem an unfavourable signature 

that took place at a time when its dominion was collapsing. The decision to withdraw 

from the Treaty is mainly attributable to the United States and the new Trump 

doctrine with his nuclear policy. In this context, Russia is doubly victorious, as the 

Treaty withdrawn by the US condones Russia's actions (in this matter) and also 

because the withdrawal removes the limits for the completion of the Russian arsenal, 

leading it to put in place a new security policy managed directly by the Russian 

government and without external limitations. 

President Trump's obstructionist policy and his refusal to hold another summit with 

the Russian President on the side-lines of the G20, Argentina in November 2018, has 

definitively convinced Putin of the futility of any further attempt. Today the US-

Russia agenda has been reduced to one point: avoiding a direct military collision 

between the armed forces of the two countries, perhaps due to some accident or 

escalation that could start from some regional conflict, in Syria or in eastern Ukraine, 

for example. In the meantime, relations between the two countries continue to 

deteriorate more and more. Looking to the future, much will depend on the 2020 

American elections. If Trump is re-elected, he is unlikely to be able to want to 

stabilize relations with Russia. If a democratic candidate wins, he should start from 

today's unreceptive approach to Russia and set a new strategy, different from the 

sanctions to Moscow, which are the only response that America can implement today. 

Unfortunately, at present, it will take a long time before normalcy between America 

and Russia returns. In the meantime, the priority for peacekeeping is that at least the 
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two states manage to keep the current conflict “cold”, just as they managed to do for 

several decades after the Second World War.  
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